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Preface

This research examined the topic of leadership
development among junior aircraft maintenance officers.

An attempt was made to identify specific activities that
young officers use to develop their personal leadership
skills. Additionally, the relationships between overall
leadership development and the following variables were
examined: consulting and delegating behavior of the Jjunior
officer's immediate superior, recognizing and rewarding
behavior of the superior, developing behavior of the
superior, major command assignment, organizationai level
of assignment, prior enlisted experience, commissioning
source, age, rank, and sex. Finally, this research mea-
sured the importance the junior officers place on leader-
ship development methods available to them in the Air Force,
and collected suggestions on ways to change or improve
them.

I express gratitude to my thesis advisor Captain
Benjamin L. Dilla for his enthusiasm and remarkable ability
to give Jjust the right guidance at precisely the right
moment. I thank Dr. Gary A. Yukl of the State University
cf New York for his assistance and permission to use the

Managerial Behavior Survey 1in thils research.
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I owe a lasting debt of gratitude to my parents.
I thank my father, Lt Col Arthur C. Morabito, for his con-
stant example of leadership and integrity; and my mother,
Wilma R. Mcrabito, for her strength, love, and cheer
during the joy and crisis that life brings.

Finally, a very special thanks to my lovely wife
Pam and little Lisa for their love, patience, and encourage-

ment during my AFIT studies.

— Michael A. Morabito
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i Abstract
L
i A random samp.e of 320 U.S. Alr Force aircraft

maintenance officers (AMOs) was surveyed using the updated
version of Yukl's Managerial Behavior Survey (MBS), to
measure leader behavior of the AMO's superior officer,

and other scales focusing on the AMO's perception of his/
her own leadership development. Epecific development
methods used by AMOs and the perceived importance of each
were explcored. Furthermore, sugges+-ions were collected on
ways to lmprove development methods available to them in

the Air Fcrce. Leadership development was courielated with

Al ~ i

the superior's leader behavior and with demographic and
organizational variables. The personal factor of rank was
found to be associated with leadcership development. Par-

ticipation in eight of nineteen leadership activities cor-

AAAS . Do

related significantly with the degree of importance the
AMO placed on the activities. Analysis of the MBS results
indicated certain categories of superior officer leader
behavior were significantly associated with the perceived
leadership development of the AMO. Comments on improve-
ments to the development methcds available to junior AMOs

were grouped and examined for common themes.
)




ANALYSIS OF AIR FORCE JUNIOR AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE

OFFICER LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

I. Introduction

Chapter Overview

This chapter provides a background for the research
topic of leadership development of junior aircraft mainte-
nance officers in the United States Air Force. It presents
the general issue of this research, the specific problem

statement, overall research objectives, and the investi-

;
}
A
:

gative guestions. DMAdditionally, this chapter defines the
scope and limitations of the research effort, and defines
the terms leadership, leadership development, and leader

behavior.

General Issue

Lecadership is a constant military concern. Because
of this. the Air Force Institute of Technology and tne Air
Force Leadership and Management Development Center (LMDC)
have shown interest in this research effort to increase
the knowledge base concerning the leadership development

0f junior Air Force aircraft maintenance officers (AMOs).
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Specific Problem

This research effort will attempt to determine the
lecdership development activities of junior Air Force AMOs
and whether or not differences exist between AMOS serving
in Tactical Air Command, Strategic Air Command, and Mili-
tary Airlift Command and squadron or staff assignment
within each command. Additionally, this research will
attempt to determine if a relationship exists between the
leadership development ocf junior AMOs and three specific

categories of their superior's leader behavior.

Research QObjectives

The overall objective of this research was to col-
lect sufficient data from a population of junior Air Foxce
AMOs to identify the methods of leadership development and
their assessment of their immediate superior's leader
behavior. In order to accomplish this primary objective,
the specific research objectives of this study were to
detcrmine:

1. The relationship of personal background fac-
tors with the leadership development of junior Air Force
AMOs.

2. Leadership development methods or activities
used by ‘junior AMOs.

3. Extent of participation in leadership develop-

ment methods or activities.
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4. Perceptions of AMOs corncerning the relative
importance of the leadership develcopment methods or activi-
ties.

5. The relationship between the immediate super-
ior's leader bebavior and the junior AMO's leadership
development.

6. Possible methods for improving the leadership

development of junior AMOs.

Investigative Questions

In order to accomplish the research objecrtives,
data were collected to answer the following questions:

1. What is the relationship between personal back-
ground factors and the extent of lecadership development?
Factors examined in order to characterize this sample of
officers include:

a. major command assignment
b. type of squadron or staff level assignment
¢. prior enlisted exgerience
d. rank
€. commissioning source
£f. sex
g. age
Although there is no prior basis for predicting rela-

tionships between the demographic items and leadership
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development, it is important to examine these variables

for any relationships that might exist.

2. What is thz extent of involvement in various

leadership development activities among junior AMOs?

3. What is the perceived importance of leadership

development methods or activities used by or available to

junior AMOs?

4. What 1s the relationship between the perceived

importance of leadership development activities and par-

ticipation in them by AMOs?

S. What is the relationship between the superior's

leader behavior and the extent of junior AMO leadership
development?

a. A positive relationship is hypothesized
between the junior AMO's leadership development and the
leader's consulting and delegating behavior.

b. A positive relationship is hypothesized
between the junior AMO's leadership develcpment and the

1izing and rewarding behavior.

o}

leader's reccg
C. A positive relationship is hypothesized

between the junior AMO's leadership development and the

leader's developing behavior.

6. What are junior AMO suggestions for improving

or changing the methods of leadership development?
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Limitations

This research contains a few limitations which
must be considered when evaluating the results and conclu-
sions. First, the study guestioned only company grade air-
craft maintenance officers; furthermore, these officers
were serving in only the three largest major commands:
Tactical Air Command (TAC), Strategic Air Command (SAC),
and Military Airlift Command (MAC). Also, due to time con-
straints, a decision was made to limit the sample tc only
those officers assigned to Continental United States bases
within those commands. While this sample was felt to be
representative of all USAF aircraft maintenan~ce officers,

1

wil

generalization beyond the specific population surveycd wi

not be made.

Definitions

Three specific definitions are presented in order
to provide a common conceptual base for the reader.

1. Leadership is the dynamic, gcal-directed pro-
cess of influence between the leader and follower, and the
interaction of each to the situation (Yukl, 1981:1-5;

Dilla, January 1985).

2. Leadership Development is defined as any method

or activity used by the individual to enhance personal

ability to influence subordinates to achieve organizational

goals.
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3. Leader Behavior is defined as the set of

behaviors from the taxonomy developed by Dr. Gary A. Yukl
E of the Business School, State University of New York at
i Albany. Behaviors included are shown in Figure 1 (Yukl,
. 1981:120-128; Yukl, 1985).

Scope

At the outset of this chapter, leadership was
deemed to be a constant military concern. Typically, this
concern falls within two fairly distinct areas: the identi-
fication of individuals with leadership potential, and the
subseqguent training and development of the individuals for
more effective management of organizations (Hunt and
Larson, 1979:23). This leadership research effort focuses
on the latter area.

First, this thesis evaluates leadership development
in light of the immediate superior's leader behavior and
the junior AMO's major command assignment, type of squadron
or staff level assignment, prior enlisted experience, rank,
commissicning source, sex, and age. Leadership development
i1s measured using a single item which asks the respondent
to rate himself on a five-point Likert scale. The leader
behavior of the junior AMO's superior is measured using
the Yukl taxonomy of leader behavior.

Second, this research effort collects opinions of

junior aircraft maintenance officers ccncerning the
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1. INFORMING: The extent to which the leader dissemi-
nates relevant information to subordinates and informs

them about decisions, plans, and events that affect their
work.

2. CONSULTING AND DELEGATING: The extent to which the
leader encourages subordinates to participate in making
decisions, and delegates authority and responsibility to
individual subordinates.

3. PLANNING AND ORGANIZING: The extent to which the
leader determines the work unit's objectives and strate-
gies, and determines how to use personnel and resources
efficiently to accomplish work unit okjectives.

4. PROBLEM SOLVING AND CRISIS MANAGEMENT: The extent to
which the lezader identifies serious work-related problems,
quickly but systematically analyzes the cause, then acts
decisively to deal with the problem or crisis.

5. CLARIFYING ROLES AND OBJECTIVES: The extent to which
the lcader establishes a clear understanding of job respon-

sibilities, task objectives, and performauice expectations
for subordinates.

6. MONITORING OPERATIONS: The extent to which the
leader gathers information about the operations of the work
unit, and checks on the progress and gquality of the work.

7. MOTIVATING TASK COMMITMENT: The extent to which the
leader uses influence technigues to generate enthusiasm
for the work, commitment to task objectives, and compli-
ance with orders and requests.

8. RECOGNIZING AND REWARDING: The extent to which the
leader praises effective performance by subordinates, shows
appreciation for special contributions and achievements,
and rewards effective performance with tangible benefits.

9. SUPPORTING: The extent to which the leader acts

friendly and supportive, is patient and helpful, and shows
consideration for a person's needs and feelings.

Fig. 1. Yukl Taxonomy of Leader Behavior

NS S
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I i0. DEVELCPING: The extent to which the leader counsels

; a subordinate about skill deficiencies or inadequate per-
formance, provides coaching or arranges for skill training
to be provided, and provides advice and assistance in a
subordinate's professional growth and career development.

‘ 11. HARMONIZING AND TEAM BUILDING: The extent to which

the leader develops teamwork, cooperation, and identifica-
tion with the work unit among subordinates, and facili-
tates the constructive resolution of conflicts and dis-
agreements.

12. REPRESENTING: The extent to which the leader acquires
necessary resources and support fcr the work unit, and
promotes and defends its interests while serving as a
spokesperson, negotiator, lobbyist, or recruiter for it.

13. INTCRFACING: The extent to wnich the leader develoups
contacts and interacts with outsiders and managers of other
work units to gather infcrmation, improve coordination, and
discover how the work unit can adapt better to a changing
environment.

TTTRY T T T T

k Fig. 1--Continued




importance they place on the leadership development activi-
ties used by or available to them. They are also asked to
reveal how much time or actual involvement they spend in
each leadership development activity.

Finally, opinions of junior AMOs concerning
typically suggested leadership development programs will be
evaluated, and their suggestions for improving or changing
the current avenues of leadership development will be

solicited.

Chapter Summary

This chapter has introduced the focus of this
research effort. The general issue of the leadership

development of junior Air Force aircraft maintenance offi-

cers was presented, and the specific research problem
defined. Also included in this chapter are the research
objectives, investigative questions, limitations, defini-

tions, and scope. Chapter II presents a review of the

T

literature on leadership and junior officer leadership 1
development including major conceptual advances in both

civilian and military research.

LTy e ST
CERPL N NI IR - s e AR R
R R R e A S R St I P IO S I




I1. Survey of Literature

In military service we are concerned primarily with

handling men, money, and materials . . . the first of
these basics, the management of men in command and
leadership . . . involves a continuing study of the

human element in military life.

— Maj Gen Aubrey S. Newman, USA (Ret.)

Chapter Overview

This chapter is a review of applicable literature
on leadership development including both civilian pioneer-
ing research and military studies with particular emphasis
on the evolution of the professional development of junior
officers. First, civilian literature describing major con-
ceptual advances in leadership development and effective-
ness is presented. Then, United States Air Force (USAF)
and Army studies are reviewed, showing a general evolution
of thought and recommending possible development avenues
for the junior officer. Emphasis is placed on specific
USAF studies of junior officer development over the past
twelve years. For a more general review of USAF pre- and
post-commlssioning leadership development programs, the
reader 1s referred to the 1980 AFIT thesis by Captains

Komar and Wise where a relatively concise review is

presented in Chapter II1I (Kcmar ard ilise, 1980).




Civilian Studies

The subject of leadership has been addressed by
many scholars from ancient times to the present. Indeed,
many studies have been reported, especially since the turn
of the century. This review will consider only the major
conceptual advances specifically related to this research
effort. For a complete discussion and history of leader-
ship research, the reader is referred to Stogdill's Hand-

book of Leadership (Bass, 1981).

Ohio State University Studies. No review of i
leadership research would be complete without acknowledging
the progress and contributions of the Ohio State University
studies in leadership and leader behavior. The leadership i
studies started in the mid-1940s as a basic research pro-
gram to develop a methodology for the study of leader
behavior (Stogdill and Shartle, 1955:vii).

Practical aims were also kept in mind . . . it was
hoped that the research might produce data which would
eventually be of value in the selection, training and
assignment of persons for leadership roles. (Stogdill
and Shartle, 1955:vii)

Initial studies conducted by Chio State included
leadership in organizations such as wholesale cooperative
associations, manufacturing plants, public schools, Air
Force bomber aircrew squadrons, and Navy ship and shore

bases (Stogdill and Shartle, 1955:vii-ix). During these

studies, a research instrument, the Leader Behavior

11
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Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) was developed and refined.

Indeed, "the focus of much of the research was the identi-

T T

fication of leadership behavior that is instrumental for
the attainment of group and organizational goals" (Yukl,
1981:105). As a result of extensive factor analysis using
many different types of leader behavior as measured by the
LBDQ, two primary leader behavior categories emerged and

were labeled "Initiating Structure" and "Consideration,"

b . SR . AR

accounting for approximately 83 percent of the total factor
variance (Stogdill and Coons, 1973:51; Yukl, 1981:106).
% The dimension of initiating structure deals with the
leader's task or goal directed behavior, whereas the con-
sideration dimension deals with a leader's relationship
k directed behavior {(Yukl, 1981:106).

Further studies were performed to determine the
relationship between these two broad categories of behavior
(and specific subcategories within each) and criteria such

as leader effectiveness, suvbordinate absenteeism, grievance,

‘r‘rvvf, ' '
SRS A

turnover rates, and satisfaction (Yukl, 1981:108). Results
of these studies are generally accepted to be mixed. 1In
some studies, such as one concerning truck manufacturing
foremen, it was found that a curvilinear relaticnship
exists between both initiating structure and consideration
and leadership effectiveness criteria. 1In essence, if a
foreman neecded to increase the task direction of his sub-

ordinates, he also needed to increase consideration--else

12
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overall production would suffer (Yukl, 1981:108-109). 1In
another example, subordinates werc sometimes more satis-
fied with a leader who exhibited a high degree of initi-
ating structure, and at other times a low dearee would
produce the same result (Yukl, 1981:111). 1In addition, the
finding that subordinates are usually more satisfied with a
considerate leader can hardly be seen as a significant
discovery (Yukl, 1981:111).

Nevertheless, the Ohio State studies have made
advances 1in the study of leader behavior. 1In addition to
developing the first standard measurement of leader
behavior, the initial Ohio State studies postulated that

. . it is probable that leader behavior is substan-
tlally related to the type. of group in which the
leadership occurs as well as to the person engaging
in the behavior. (Stogdill and Coons, 1974:37)

Thus, the importance of factors external to the leader

himself was recognized.

University of Michigan Survey Research Center

Studies. Like the Ohio State studies, the University of
Michigan alsc conducted ongoing research in leader behavior
and its relationship to group effectiveness. As a result
of numerous field experiments and questioning, four dis-
tinct categories were identified by two of the researchers,

Bowers and Seashore. They were: support, interaction

facilitation, 703l emnhacis,. and work facilitation (Yukl,

1981:117-118). Some similarity with Ohio State can be

13
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seen in these behavior labels, particularly support and
goal emphasis. However, thc University of Michigan studies
are noted for one particular advance in the study of
leadership. Namely,
Bowers and Seashore were the first to emphasize the
need to measure subordinate leadership behavior as
well as a manager's behavicr. They developed parallel
sets of guestionnaire scales for sukordinates to use
in describing the leadership behavior of their super-
v:sor and the leadership behavior of [other subordin-
ates in the same work unit}. (Yukl, 1981:119)
Research results using the four categories of
behavior are mixed with the primary question being the
role cf the situation in leader behavior and group effec-
tiveness. For instance, effective results were obtained
by leaders using each of the primary leader behavior cate-
gories. No particular patterns were noted between the
studies, either in the type of organization the leader
operated in, or in the amount of authority he had in the
organization (Yukl, 1981:119). However, as with the Ohio
State studies, the importance of the situational factors

surrounding the leadership problem was becoming more and

more evident.

Professor Gary A. Yukl's Taxoncmy of Leader

Behaviors.. In the late 1970s, Professor Gary A. Yukl and
colleagues at the Business School of the State University
of New York began another research effort to determine

viable and measurable leader behavior categories

P T S Y
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(Yukl, 1981:121). Yukl's approach emphasized the Aevelop-
ment of a leader behavior taxonomy on an "intermediate
level of abstraction" which could be "applicable to a
variety of measurement techniques” (Yukl, 1981:120). His
taxonomy originally included nineteen separate categories
of leader behavior, now reduced to thirteen, based upon
research results. Furthermore, Yukl has suggested an
approximate correspondence between his taxonomy (see

Figure 1) and the ones developed by seven other researchers
over the past thirty-one years (Yukl, 1981:121-128). Thus,

Yukl in his own words is attempting to "f£ill a conceptual

veid . . . [in the] categories of leadership behavior”
(Yukl, 1981:121). He states thc advantage of his categori-
zation

. . . is that it has a larger number of more specific
behavior categories than earlier {taxonomies]), and it
includes most behaviors found to be important in
leadership research. {Yukl, 1981:128)

The actual method used to measure the behavior
categories developed by Yukl is the Managerial Behavior
Survey (MBS). 1In its present form, it is administered to
a leader's subordinates or, in another version, to the
leader himself. Respondents are asked specific questions
about their leader's behavior or asked to rate themselves
(Yukl, 1981:128). This research will use the subordinate

version of the MBS to measure the behavior of the junior

AMO's immediate supervisor in order to detcrmine if

15
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relationships exist between selected leader behavior cate-
gories and the leadership development of the Jjunior

officer.

Summary of Civilian Studies

The civilian studies on leadersnip highlight the
search for a meaningful definition and taxonomy of leader
behavior. The underlying assumption in each of the major
conceptual advances 1is clear--an individual must behave
like a leader in order to be called one. So research com-
menced to find a methodoleogy that would accurately deter-
mine the categories of leader behavior which resulted in
effectiveness. Researchers at the Ohio State Uaiversity
pioneered this efificrt, whilc cencurrent studies were per-
formed at the University of Michigan. Both sets of studies
resulted in fundamental advances in the conceptual develop-
ment of leader behavior. The Ohio State studies focused
on two basic leader behavior categories; the University of
Michigan derived four. Both studies found evidence of
external factors, sucihh as the situation, which affect the
total leadership problem. The University of Michigan
studies were the first to suggest the follower's behavior
also has an impact on the leadership problem. Finally, the
Yukl studies attempted to integrate the concepts of leader
bebavior by developing a more complete taxonomy of leader
behavior cunsisiiiy oL thirtecn catcgeries

o
R -
"
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Military Studies

The literature on military leadership developmant
was obtained following a search of the Defense Technical
Information Center, the Defense Logistics Studies Informa-
tion Exchange, and the Air University Library System.
Little information was found concerning the leadership
development of aircraft maintenance officers specifically:
however, numerous studies reflecting a continuing concern
for junior officer development were obtained primarily from
Alr Force researchers. Selected Army studies were also
obtained as a result of the literature search, although
again none dealt specifically with aircraft maintenance
officers. Even though the Navy has typically been in the
forefront concerning leadership study, especially with the
early work performed at the Ohio State University, no cur-
rent research was found dealing specifically with junior
officer leadership development. The following studies
were arranged according to branch of service, in chrono-

logical order.

Alir Force Studies

Alir Force research dealing with the leadership

development of junior officers has a long history. It
should be noted that in many of the studies, the terms

"leadership development," "management development,”

"officer development,” and "professional developmeni” are
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used somewhat interchangeably. While subtle distinctions
could be addressed, consider this definition of leadership
development: any method, program, or activity used to
erhance the jurior cfficer's ability to influence sub-

i ordinates to achieve organizational goals. The studies
both individually and collectively point to an overall per-

ception that USAF junior officers are lacking necessary

-

4 skills required for total effectiveness in achieving these
goals. Therefore, each of these terms will be roughly
equated to each other throughout the review of the litera-

] ture.

Lt Col George D. Rokinson (1974). Colonel

Robinson's report to the faculty of the Air War College

- W

was the earliest study reviewed. 1In Schoolinag the Middle

Manager, he presents a classic comparison of industry man-
agement develorment programs to the ones used by the Air

Force, Colonel Robinson determined that
. . some of the areas in which the Air Force can
improve its efforts based upon indus+try's experlence
‘ [are] : structure of management development programs
. empnasis on on-the-job methods, use of multiple manage~
ment. boards &and Junior Officer Councils, and formal
training programs. (Robinson, 1974:84)

. He notes that too much of the Air Force's formal program
comes too late in the typical officer's career, and that

informal base-level programs are too dependent on super-

1s0r 1nitiat ve and the junior oiiicers' desirve orf willing-

o

g

Q

ress to pursue individual self-development. Furthermore,
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the value and consistency of self-development programs are

difficult to measure (Robinson, 1974:25-83).

Maj Leonard J. Dobias (1974). In An Analysis of

sanagemeni. Development in the Air Force, Major LCobias

studied officer development in order "to recommend specific
policy changes to the Air Force which will improve manage-
ment development of the Supply Officer" (Dobias, 1974:93).
The author presents nine distinct recommendations which,

he believes, will solve at least some of the problems of
the current Air Force system. The primary sujgestion was
that the Air Force develop a single, authoritative source
for guidance and direction in administering management
development programs. Furthermore, Major Dobias suggested
the development oi a training course similar to the
enlisted On-the-Job Training (OJT) Program that should be
geared towarcd systematically developing the managerial pro-

ficiency of cofficers (Dobias, 1974:86-97).

Lt Col Hubert C. Place (1978). Colonel Place also

studied the management development of Air Force officers

in his report The Ccommander: Enhanced Leadership Effective-

ness Through Education and Training. 1In his work, Colonel

Place determined the "USAF is not providing the squadron

{or] detachment commar. ler with an appropriate developmental

- " TR S 1AT7Q.0< 550 ]
i_.‘LUBLdlll. . . \rrQC<, s iV.iidil; . pCCl

that other vhan Air Force Institute of Technology
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management degree programs, Air University Professional
Military Education programs, and selected specialized
courses by the Leadership and Management Development Center
(LMDC), the "officer receives what appears to be littie
formal leadership and management development within any
chosen career field" (Place, 1978:42). The author recom-
mends changes to precommissioning curricula to include
more emphasis on "behavior science aspects of leadership
and management" (Place, 1978:45). Moreover, Colonel Place
suggests seven pitfalls to avoid when designing an overall
leadership development program:
l. Lack cf support by top management.
2 Failure to recognize strengths and weaknesses of
selected individuals.
3. Failure to tailer program to individual needs of
trainee.

4, Failure to tailor program to the position indi-
vidval is to assume.

5. Program in deference to organizational policies,
practices, and procedures,
6. Tailure to integrate behavioral science approach

into program.
Trainee lacks desire or resicsts training.
(Place, 1978:81)

~J

Col Wayne L. Gosnell (1980). 1In Colonel Gosnell's

report, The Air Force is Making Occupationalists of Its

Junior Officers, he states:

The precommissioning programs can at best provide only
a basic knowledge of [leadership, military history,
and officership]l: they can only plant the seeds from
which professional, dedicated, competent military
officers develop. The feeding and nurturing which
allows thils development to take place must be done
Guring the firzt fow yearcs of active military service.

(Gosnell, 1980:1-2)

20
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Further, instead of providing this essential development,
Colonel Gosnell contends that the Air Force is emphasizing
technical development and proficiency. As support for his
thesis, he surveyed the Air War College (AWC) class of
1980 and concluded that even though officer development
is ultimately the junior officer's responsibility,
a direct conrection [exists] between the degree
of importance the supervisor attaches to professional

self-development efforts and how many of his junior

officers participate in such efforts. (Gosnell,
1980:35)

Maj Jeffrey C. Benton (198l). 1In his Air Command

and Staff College (ACSC) report titled Promoting Leader-

ship in the Air Force's Management Environment, Major

Benton suggests that current USAF policy concerning command
rotation of senior officers is causing detrimental effects
on the development of subordinate officers. He states:
The most important way to find and develop leaders is
to provide the flexibility that will allow commanders

at all levels to become leaders and to serve as

leadership models for their subordinates. (Benton,
1981:17)

Major Benton suggests that the present USAF command rota-
tion system of relatively short (twenty-four months or

less) duration does very little to develop leadership

within the command. He postulates that

after becoming efficient in performing their
managerial responsibilities, commanders would have
time to develop the personal relationships necessary

for effective leadership-~time not currently available
to them. (Benton, 1981:18)
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Positive results suggested by Major Benton include more
opportunities for subordinate leadership development
through increased decentralization of decision making, and

increased mentoring.

Maj Richard H. Estes (1984). 1In Major Estes'

report Mission Critical: The Junior Officer Senior NCO

Relationship, the author suggests that inadequate junior

officer leadership development is harming NCO relation-
ships, unit cchesiveness and teamwork, and ultimately unit
effectiveness (Estes, 1984:1-20). He suggests, as a pos-
sible remedy, the expansion of the Lieutenants Professional
Development Program (LPDP) offered by the LMDC. Currently
the program is offcred cnly at the reguest cof the particu-
lar base; hence, LMDC is not adequately staffed to present

the seminar as a formal and regular avenue of leadership

development to the junior officer (Estes, 1984:7).

AlC Michael Mansfield (1984). 1In Air Force
Lieutenants: An Analysis of Perceptions Surveyed During

the Lieutenants Professional Development Program, the

author presents the LPDP as a possible alternative to
remedy the junior officers', especially the lieutenants',
leadership development problems. Airman First Class
Mansfield states: "The data clearly indicate the need for

additional training" (Mansfield, 1984:16). He continues

by recommending that the program be presented at all bases




every twelve to eighteen months and that both supervisors

and key subordinate NCOs "expend greater effort and energy
toward working with lieutenants" (Mansfield, 1984:16). He
also suggests that pre- and post-commissioning leadership
training programs be reviewed. So, he implies that, based
on this and previous research, the most fertile ground for
further junior officer leadership development is highly
dependent on supervisor and key NCO involvement with the
young officer and short professional courses such as LPDP

at base level (Mansfield, 1984:16).

Col Ray L. Rider and Lt Ccl George T. Lewis, Jr.

(1984) . In their seminal work, Another Nickel: A Proposal

for Junior Officer Professional Military Development, the

authcrs echo the cry that the Air Force's junior officers
are rapidly turning toward occupationalism due to a
tremendous void in military leadership development. How-
ever, for the first time, these authors propose a continu-
ous, comprehensive, formal program "Another Nickel" to
reverse this trend and lay a solid foundation in the early
years of the officer's career. They emphatically state:
we cannot realistically expect our junior offi-
cers to simply enter the highly specialized work
environment of today's Air Force, compete on a daily
basis in that environment, yet search for and discover
an effective program for professicnal development

without clear guidance and support. (Rider and Lewis,
1984:77)
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The authors succinctly respond to the questions "What do

we need?" and "How do we do it?" In answering "what"

the program should contain, the authors suggest that the
blocks of instruction include readings, seminars, lectures,
and films divided to complement Samuel P. Huntington's
three criteria for professionalism; namely, expertise,
responsibility, and corporateness (Rider and Lewis,
1984:46-52). 1In responding to "how" the program should

be presented, the authors agree that it should be a
separate program offered early in the career of the junior
officer. Moreover, it should be completed as a pre-
requisite to Squadron Officer School (S0S) attendance.
They further conclude that it should be offered both in
seminar and correspondence format, and progress should be
a mandatory notation on the OCfficer Effectiveness Report.
Colonels Rider and Lewis end their proposition by chal-
lenging other senior officers to help form a more concrete

approach to "Another Nickel"” (Rider and Lewis, 1984:77-113).

Summary of Air Force Studies

This review of Air Force studies concerrning the
development cf junior officers has, in essence, come full
circle in the past twelve years. From early reports. the

concern expressed by senior officers concentrated on the

need for development of technical and management skills
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through better pre-commissioning studies. OCne author then
suggested a junior officer OJT prcgram.

Next, senior officers suggested that the Air Force
has, in essence, gone too far in the technical training
areas for its junior officers--making them more occapa-
tional instead of truly professional.

Finally, the most current thinking expresses the
urgent need to return to the basics of officership and
leadership. One report detailed the heart of a newly
suggested formal program for junior officer development
and challenged Air Force senior leaders to further shape

and implement it.

Army Studies

Edgar L. Shriver and others (1980). 1In the

authors' report Development of a Leader Training Model and

System, an attempt was made to develop a "theoretical
model for the training of leaders participating in Engage-

ment Simulation exercises" (Shriver and others, 1980:1).

> v e

This research resulted from perceived shortcomings in the
way the U.S. Army presently conducts leader training in a
tactical warfare environment where specific leader skills
and group interactive processes are typically not addressed
(Shriver and others, 1980:4). Thus, the U.S. Army is

Y showing a keen interest not only in general leadership

development, but also in the specific area of combat arms. }
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! In the training model they propose, three separate types

L

of learning processes are presented: experiential, ana-
lytic, and procedural (Shriver and others, 1980:5).

Basically, these types fall into the broad categories of

"learning by doing," "learning after doing," and "learning
how to do" respectively. Their research demonstrates that
the most successful leader training results from experi-
ential processes. Mixed success occurred with the ana-
lytic process, and no real success resulted from the pro-

cedural learning process (Shriver and others, 1980:5-27).

Richard S. Wellins and others (1980). 1In this

study titled Analysis of Junior Officer Training Needs,

thie authors condu

Q

ted x cemprehensive investigation for
the U.S. Army's Training and Doctrine Command. Army offi-
cers, noncommissioned officers, and enlisted personnel
were questioned concerning problems faced by junior offi-
cers. In addition, respondents were asked to address the
ways that improvements could be made to the development and
training cf these junior officers. In value ratings of
forty subject areas, the respondents rank-ordered these
and other items in order of importance with the following
results: management and training--rank l; leadership
development--rank 3; case studies 1in leadership~-rank 26;
and seminars in leadership~-rank 35 (Wellins and others,

A Aann
19580:25-32) .

lems of j”n4nr nfficers that were
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identified by all three categories of respondents generally
fell into two areas: human relations skills, and technical
skills. 1Indeed, the authors state:
Many problems described by junior officers and cor-
roborated by NCOs and enlistees were of an inter-
personal nature. Establishing effective working rela-
tionships with superiors, subordinates, and enlistees
was often difficult for the new lieutenant. . . . The
senior officer may not take the time to supervise,
guide, and correct the performance of the new lieuten-
ant. Conversely, second lieutenants are freqguently
overprotected by their superiors and thus are not
allowed to learn through experience. (Wellins and
cthers, 1980:5)
Therefore, it seems that the Army also is faced with
serious issues in junior officer development. Finally, the
authors suggest several areas for improvement in the cur-
rent training and development of junior officers including:
the adoption of the Cadet 7Troop Leadership Training pro-
gram for all cadets, training that includes performing

under stress, the use of NCOs in training, and more realis~

tic leadership training (Wellins and others, 1980:8).

Summary of Army Studies

Army studies on junior officer developmer.t in the
current literature have fccused on specific leadership
training problems. This 1s especially true in the combat,
or tactical training objectives of their primary develop-
ment progdrams. For instance, one study determined that in

combat arms leadership training, experiential learning

27
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resulted in better leadership development among junior
vificers,.

In another study, problems with working relation-
ships oetween junior officers and enlistees or superiors
were discovered. It recommended more realistic leader-
ship training such as a controlled stressful condition
using the knowledge and experience of NCOs to further
develop the young officers' skills.

1hus, the Army studies have been primarily con-
cerned with specific combat leadership skill development.
This is an interesting conktrast to the Air Force studies
which have been concerned more with the overall leadership

development of its Jjunior officers.

Chapter Summary

This chapter has provided a foundation of prior
research in the area of leadership and leadership develop-
ment. A theoretical framework of leader behavior measure-
ment was presented in the civilian studies section. Spe-
cifically, the Ohio State and University of Michigan
studies were reviewed and Yukl's taxonomy of leader
behavior was presented. ©Next, military studies on leader-
ship development were presented. Air Force and Army
stucdies reflected an increasing concern by senior officers
and other researchers for improving the leadership develop-
ment of junior officers. The next chapter presents the

specific methodology used in this research.

28




Ty

III. Methoaology

Chapter Overview

This chapter presents the methodology used to
satisfy the research objectives described in Chapter I.
More specifically, it defines the research population and
the sample from which the data were collected. Finally,
it presents the specific survey instrument which was used

to collect data and the plan for data analysis.

Population

The research population of interest is considered
to be all United States Air Force aircraft maintenance
lieutenants and captains serving in the Continental United
States (CONUS), in the following major commands: Tactical
Alr Command, Strategic Air Command, and Military Airlift
Command. The population was restricted to CONUS due to
the time constraints asscciatcd with mailing surveys and
receiving timely responses from individuals serving over-
seas. This definitional limitation restricts generaliza-
tion of the f£indings to CONUS assigned AMOs in the specific
commands mentioned. No attempt should be made to general-~

1ze the results of this research to individuals outside of

the specific population parameters.
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According to official sources at the Air Force

Manpower and Personnel Center (AFMPC), the size cf the
population is 730 individuals. The following breakdown
by major command applies: Tactical Air Command, 342
persons; Strategic Air Command, 204 persons; and Military

Airlift Command, 184 persons (Ashley, 1985).

Sample

A simple random design was used to sample the
population described abhove. The Personnel Survey Branch
of AFMPC used internal procedures to select a sample which
was sufficient to allow for a 95 percent contidence level.
Discussions with survey branch officials revealed that,
based upon the population size of 730, the simple random
design, and the confidence criterion, the sample size

should total 320 individuals (Ashley, 1985).

Survey Instrument

A survey instrument was used to collect data in
order to answer the specific investigative questions
presented in Chapter I. No current, existing survey was
found that could be used to answer all of the questions.
Therefore, a three-part survey instrument was designed.
Part I of the survey was constructed to answer investiga-
tive questions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6., Part II was a standard

survey instrument, the Managerial Behavior Su:rvey (MBS},

designed by Dr. Gary A. Yukl of the Business School, State
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University of New York at Albany. Because this question-
naire measured leader behavior by using the perceptions of
the subordinate, it was used to answer investigative
guestions S5a, b, and ¢. Part II1II was another standard
instrument, the Managerial Behavior Importance Question-
naire (MBIQ), also designed by Dr. Yukl. While not used
in this research, the MBIQ was included as a courtesy to
Dr. Yukl for the use of his instrumnents.

In summary, the following attributes of each
respondent were measured by the survey instrument:

1. Source of officer commissioning

2. Sex
3. Age
4. Rank

5. Major command of assignment

6. Prior enlisted experience

7. Organizational level of management

8. Perception of extent of leadership development

9. Perception of .importance of leadership
development activities

10. Amount of time per week devoted to leadership
development activities or number of times per week leader-
ship skills practiced

11. Perception of the superiors' leader behavio.

12. Opinions regarding improvement or change in

Alr Force leadership development programs or activities
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The survey asked for anonymous response from the
sampled individuals. They were given a clear choice among
mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive categories,
or asked their opinions on subjects familiar to them. All
parts of the survey were pretested by a sample of company
grade officers in the Graduate Maintenance Management
option of the School of Systems and Logistics, Alr Force
Institute of Technology. Minor revisions of form and con-
tent were accomplished before mailing the final surveys.
Furthermore, the MBS instrument was reviewed to insure that
each item was worded so that the respondent clearly under-
stood that he was rating his immediate superior's leader
behavior. Part I of the survey instrument is included in
Appendix A in its entirety. Also, a sample item from each
0f the thirteen behavior categories of the MBS in Part II
of the survzy is included. Finally, Part III is included
in its entirety. All parts were professionally reproduced
in identical typeset and page format and mailed to the
respondents in a booklet form. Respondents were asked to
complete and return an optical scanning sheet, AriT
Form 11E, "Organizational Assessment Form," and the booklet
in a postage-paid return envelope. If the respondents had

any comments, they were asked to write them in the booklet

1tself.
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Variable Classification

Table 1 summarizes the variables by survey cate-
gory and item number, and classifies them by data level

and/or measurement scale.

Data Analysis Technigques

Analysis of the data provided by the survey respon-
dents was performed using the computer support available
through the Air Force Institute of Technology Data Automa-
tion Division. The Harris 800 system operating the Sta-
tistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used
to analyze the data. Both descriptive and inferential sta-
tistical subprograms of SP3S were used, including
FREQUENCIES, BREAKDOWN, CROSSTABS, NONPAR CORR, RELIABILITY,

and FACTOR.

Descriptive. Descriptive analysis was used to

examine investigative guestions 1, 2, and 3 in order to
determine the AMO's personal background factors, extent
of involvement in leadership development activities, and
the perceived importance of the methods or activities used
for leadership development. 7This analysis included survey
items 6-24, importance of leadership development activities;
items 25-31, demographics; and items 32-47, involvement in
leadership development activities.

The demoagraphic and leadership activities data were

grouped and analyzed using the subprogram FREQUENCIES.

33
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TABLE 1

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION

Survey Variable Data
Item Number (s) Description Level

1-4 $elf-Evaluation of Interval
Leadership Develcopment (5-pt scale)

5 Immediate Superior's Interval
Isadership Effectiveness (5-pt scale)

6-24 Importance of Leadership Interval
Development Activities

25~31 Demographics Nominal

32 Lieutenants Professional Nominal
Development Procgram Completed

33 SOS Completed Nominal

34 ACSC Completed Nominal

35 Postgraduate Degree Completed Nominal

36-47 Involvement in Leadership Interval
Development Activities

48-177 Superior Officer's Intervel
Leadership Behavior (4-pt scale)

176-190 Importance of Types of Interval

Leader Behavior




This allowed the researcher to obtain a clear picture of

the respondents, the leadership development activities
they use, and the extent of their involvement in the
activities.

Additionally, the demographic categories were used
in the subprogram BREAKDOWN to determine their relation-
ships to extent of leadership development. BREAKDOWN,
which includes a one-way ANOVA, was a useful and valid
procedure since the dependent scale variable (leadership
development) was measured at the interval level, and each
independent variable (demographics) was measured at the

nominal level.

Inferential. This analysis was performed in order

to complete analysis of investigative gquestions 2, 3, 4,

and 5 which focused on the importance of leadership develop-
ment activities, participation in the leadership develop-
ment activities, and the relationship of junior AMO leader-
ship development te leader behavior and to personal
background factors. This analysis included survey item 4,
AMO perception of leadership development; survey items

6-24, importance of leadership development activities;

items 25-31, demographics; 36-47, involvement in leader-

ship development activities; and items 48-177, superior
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The subprogram CROSSTABS was used to investigate

the relationship between the importance of leadership
development activities and the extent of participation by
the AMO in the activities. This procedure included a
chi-square statistic which was used to i1nvestigate the
association between the variables.

Before using the data obtained from the MBS instru-
ment, ithe items comprising each of the thirteen scales
were analyzed using subprcgram RELIABILITY to extract
reliability coefficients for the scales. The ten items
for each scale were then averaged to form scale variables.
These thirteen scale variables were analyzed using the sub-
preogram PACTOR. Factor analysis, while not central in this
research, was performed to identify constructs relating
tc prior research of leader behavior.

The subprogram NONPAR CORR was then performed using
the scale MBS variables as independent variables, and
leadership development as dependent variable. The statis-
tic Kendall's Tau was specified and used to examine the

relationship between the two variables.

Chapter Summary

This chapter has provided the research methodology
to accomplish the research ohjectives presented in Chap-

ter I. The population and sample were defined. The survey



instrument which was used to collect data was introduced,
and a plan for data analysis was described. The next
chapter will describe the res-arch findings and detail the

steps used in data analysis.
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IV. Findings and Analysis

Chapter Overview

This chapter outlines the steps used in organizing
the data into useful information in order to answer the
investigative questions posed in Chapter I. The survey
response is summarized and the specific analysis techniques
are presented. These techniques include: a demographic
profile of the survey respondents, leadership activities
analysis, factor and reliability analysis of MBS scales,
leadership development correlation analysis with superior
officer leader behavicor and, finally, leadership develop-

ment correlation analysis with demographic items.

Survey Response

From the random sample of 320 officers, 191 offi-
cers returned survey packages. This eguates to a return
ate cf 59.7 percent which is considered exceptionally
high since the survey package contained 27 pages and 190
items. Additionally, over 20 percent of the respondents
provided written comments. This further indicates a high
concern for the subject of leadership develomment among
the respondents. Six of the surveys were not included in

the analysis because they either arrived after the data

collection cutoff date of 30 June 1985, or they were
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returned unopened. Therefore, 185 individual cases were

used in data analysis.

Analysis

Demographic Profile. The first technique used

was the subprogram FREQUENCIES in order to obtain a clear
picture cf the demographics of the respondent group. The

results of this analysis are found in Table 2.

Leadership Activities. The next step in analysis

further defined the attributes of the survey respondents.
The subprogram FREQUENCIES was used again to obtain group
information on survey items 6-24 and 32-47. Items 6
through 24 ask the respondent to rate the importance that
he/she places on each separate leadership development
activity. Items 32 through 47 ask the officer to indicate
how much time or practice he/she spends in each particular
leadership development activity. The results of this
anaiysis are prescnted in Table 3.

From this analysls, the following activities were
found to be the five most important to the junior AMO for
developing personal leadership skills (based upon a com-
bined "very impeortant" and "extremely important" relative
frequency): working experience with NCO subordinates,

85.4 percent; working experience with superior cfficers,

83.2 percent; DY experience, 77.7 percent; working




TABLE 2

DEMOGRAPHIC SUMMARY OF AIR FORCE
JUNIOR AMOS SURVEYED

Demographic Response Absolute Relative
Item Category Frequency Frequency (%)
Commissioning USAFA 8 4.3
Source AFROTC 69 37.3
OTS 108 58.4
Sex Female 30 6.2
Male 155 83.8
Age 20-24 years l6 8.6
25-29 years 46 24.9
30-34 years 80 43.2
35-39 years 41 22.2
40 or cver 2 1.1
Rank Captain 88 47.6
lst Lt 47 25.4
2nd Lt 49 26.5
Maj Select 1 0.5
MAJCOM SAC 46 24.9
Assignment MAC 44 23.8
TAC 95 51.4
Prior Yes 104 56.2
Enlisted Service No 81 43.8
Organizational OMS or AGS 68 36.8
Level FMS or EMS 24 13.0
AMS or CRS 28 15.1
DCM Staff 27 14.6
Other 38 20.5
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TABLE 3

LEADERSHIP ACTIVITY AND IMPORTANCE SUMMARY
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Leadership Participation Relative Importance Relative
Activity Category Freq (%) Category Freq (%)
LPDP Yes 15.1 Not Important 19.7
No 84.9 Somewhat 34.4
Moderately 26.2
Very 13,1
Extremely 6.6
S0s Yes-Correspon 21.6 Not Important 21.5
Somewhat 39.6
Moderately 28.5
Very 9.7
Extremely 0.7
Yes-Residence 22.2 Not Important 5.8
Somewhat 12.5
Moderately 34.6
Very 31.7
Extremely 15.4
Yes-Both 12.4
No 43.8
ACSC Yes~Correspon 5.4 Not Important 11.8
Somewhat 25.5
Moderately 39.2
Very 19.6
Extrenely 3.8
Yes-Seminar 8.6 Not Important 4.3
Somewhat 25.5
Moderately 34.0
Very 25.5
Extremely 10.6
Yes-Residence 0.0 Not Important 2.9
Somewhat 5.7
Moderately 22.9
Very 40.0
Extremely 28.6
No 85.9
Graduate Yes 29.7 Not Important 11.2
Degree No 70.3 Somewhat 20.8
Moderately 30.4
Very 24.8
Extremely 12.8
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TABLE 3--Continued

Leadership PFParticipation Relataive Importance Relative

Activity Category Freg (%) Category Freq (%)

Perconal < One Hr/Week 42.2 Not Important 7.0

Leadership 1-~2 Hrs/Week 22.6 Somewhat 35.5

Scudy 3-4 Hrs/Week 20.0 Moderately 26.2
5-6 Hrs/Week 5.9 Verv 23.3
7-8 Hrs/Week 1.6 Extremely 8.1
> 8 Hrs/Week l.c

Peer 0 Times/Week 10.4 Not Important 0.0

T.eadership 1-2 Times/Wk 30.1 Somewhat 7.0
3-4 Times/Wk 25.7 Moderately 20.0
5-6 Times/Wk 5.8 Very 48.1
7-8 Times,/Wk 4.9 Extremely 24.9
> 8 Times/Wk 9.1

Enlisted 0 Times/Week 6.6 Not Important 0.0

Leadership 1-2 Times/Wk 7.7 Somewhat 4.9
3-4 Times/Wk 16.5 Moderately 20.0
5-6 Times/Wk 12.6 Very 37.8
7-8 Times/Wk 5.5 Extremesly 37.3
> 8 Times/Wk 51.1

NCO 0 Times/Week 4.4 Not Important 0.0

Leadership 1-2 Times/Wk 9.3 Somewhat 2.2
3-4 Times/Wk 17.5 Moderately 12.4
S-6 Times/Wk 14.2 Very 42.2
7-8 Times/Wk 6.0 Extremely 43.2
> 8 Times/Whk 48.6

Superior 0 Times/Week 9.2 Not Important 0.0

Officer 1-2 Times/Wk 26.6 Somewhat 2.7

Leadership 3-4 Times/Wk 24.5 Moderately 14.1
5-6 Times/Wk 18.5 Very 48.4
7-0 Times/Wk 4.9 Extremely 34.8
> & Times/Wk 16.3

TDY - One Wk/Year 29.0 Not Important 1.2
1-2 Wks/iear 16.4 Somewhat 6.5
3-4 Wks/Year 17.5 Moderately 14.7
5-€ Wks/Year 11.5 Very 31.8
7-8 Wks/Year 4.9 Extremely 45.9
> 8 Wks/Year 20.8
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TABLE 3--Continued

Leadership Participation Relativs Importance Relative

Activity Category Freg (%) Category Freq (%)

Community < “ne Hr/Week 65.6 Not Important 15.1

Leadership 1-2 Hrs/Week 20.2 Somewhat 30.9
3-4 Hrs/Week 8.7 Moderately 25.9
5~-6 Hrs/Week 2.2 Very 23.7
7~-8 Hrs/Week 1.1 Extremely 4.3
> 8 Hrs/Week 2.2

Church < One Hr/Week 76.4 Not Important 20.5

Leadership 1-2 Hrs/Week 15.4 Somewhat 28.7
3-4 Hrs/Week 4.4 Moderately 24.6
5-6 Hrs/Week 1.1 vVery 16.4
7-8 Hrs/Veek 0.5 Extremely 9.8
> 8 Hrs/Week 2.2

Prof Org < One Hr/Week 59.8 Not Important 13.6

Leadership 1-2 Hrs/Week 27.7 Somewhat 32.1
3-4 Hrs/Week 7.6 Moderately 30.7
5-6 Hrs/Week 2.2 Very 20.0
7-8 Hrs/Week 2.2 Lxiremely 2.6
> 8 Hrs/Week 0.5

Sports < One Hr/Week 64.8 Not Important 9.9

Leadership 1-2 Hrs/Week 13.7 Somgwhat 30.9
3-4 Hrs/Week 9.9 Moderately 39.0
5-6 Hrs/wWeek 8.2 Very 17.6
7-8 Hrs/Week 2.2 Extremely 2.9
> 8 Hrs/Week 1.1

Othexr AF < One Hr/week 71.0 Not Important 14.7

Related 1-2 Hrs/Week 20.8 Somewhat 28.8

Accivity 3-4 Hrs/Week 6.0 Moderately 30.1
5-6 Hrs/Week 1.1 Very 21.2
7-8 Hrs/Week 1.1 Extremely 5.1

Otner < One Hr/Week 63.0 Not Important 0.0

Leadership 1-2 Hrs/Week 8.7 Somewhat 13.0

Activity 3-4 Hrs/Week 4.3 Moderately 13.5
5S-6 Hrs/Week 6.5 Very 34.8
7-8 Hrs/Week 3.3 Extremely 8.7
> 8 Hrs/Week 14.1
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experience with junior enlisted, 75.1 percent; and working
experience with peers, 73 percent.

In the second step of this analysis, leadership
activities that were handwritten by the respondents were
manually tabulated and organized into categories. O0Of the
185 respondents, 102 individuals specified at least one
leadership activity they considered important to their
personal leadership development. A total of 385 activities
were specified. Althouga a wide variety of activities
was mentioned, they could be grouped into categories
similar to those addressed earlier in the survey. Table 4
displays the frequency »f participation in leadership

activities by general category. Participation frequencies

for specific activities within each of the six categories
are contained in Appendix B, Tables 10 to 15.

The last step in the activities analysis involved
a CROSSTAB procedure to determine if any significant
relatic.'ships exist between the amount of importance the
officers place on lcaderchip development methods available
to them and the extent of their participation in those
activities. The CROSSTAB subroutine includes a chi-square
test of statistical significance which is used to determine
if any systematic relationships exist.

As a result of the CROSSTAB procedure described

above, eight of the nineteen leadecrship development activi-

ties were found to be statistically dependent on the
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TABLE 4

OTHER LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES
BY GENERAL CATEGORY

Absolute Relative
Cther Leadership Activity Frequency Frequency
Air Force Related or
Additional Duties 113 29.4
Professicnal Organization 80 20.8
Community 59 15.3
Sports 61 15.8
Church 44 11.4
Other 21 5.5
Unreadable 7 1.8
385 100.0

importance placed on them by the junior AMO with an alpha

= .05. They were: postgraduate degree, personal leadership
study, working experience with NCO subordinrates, temporary
duty leadership experience, church leadership, profes-

sional organizaticn leadership, other Air Force related

leadership activities, and other leadership activities.

The results are summarized in Table 5.

Reliability and Factor Analysis of MBS Scales.

Before using the MBS data, the ten individual item scores

for each of the thirteen scales were swamed to form scalce

variablese . nlen, the wean

n

and standard deviations of each

scale variable were computed in order to obtain a picture




TABLE 5

CROSSTAB SUMMARY OF IMPCRTANCE AND
INVOLVEMENT IN LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES

Chi-square Significance
Leadership Activity Value Level
Lieutenants Professional
Development Program 4.05 40
S0S by Correspondence 5.84 .92
S0S In-residence 14.99 .24
ACSC by Correspondence 8.41 .39
ACSC by Seminar 1.50 .83
ACSC In-residence 0.53 .97
Postgraduate degree 9.63 -05
Fersonal Leadership Study 66.62 -0001
Peer Leadership 21.31 .12
Enlisted Leadership 22.95 .10
NCO Leadership 27.18 .03
Superior Officer Leadership 12,09 .67
TDY Leadership 31.85 =05
Community Leadership 30.1% .07
Church Leadership 74.01 .0001
Professional Organization
Leadership 55.90 0001
Sports Leadership 28.91 .09
Other Air Frorce Related
Activities 39.25 001
Uther Leadelship Activiticc 21.18 -05%
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cf the average leader behavior of superior officers. The
first analysis consisted of extracting reliability coeffi-
cients for each of the thirteen MBS scales, using the
component ten items for each scale. The subprogram
RELIABILITY was used to extract scale coefficients.
Further, the Cronbach's alpha method was specified in the
control program. Reliability refers to the property that
each item in the scale measures the same behavioral dimen-
sion. The results of this analysis, as well as the scale
means and standard deviations, are presented in Table 6.
Internal cconsistency between items in each scale is indi-
cated by the high reliability coefficients found. The
lowest scale reliability £fcund was .86, monitoring opera-
tions. This value, and the others, indicate that the
scales accurately measure or estimate the true population
values (Nie and Hadlai, 1981:248).

The subprogram FACTOR was then performed on these
thirteen variables, each representing one of Yukl's leader
behavior categories. This was necessary due to the struc-
tural limitation of SPSS. The subprogram FACTOR can only
handle 100 variables after increasing the workspace to the
maximum allowable value. Even so, a factor analysis of 130
variables with only 125 cases (those individuals who
answered the MBS) would be meaningless since the variable
to case ratlo apprvachies 1 tc 1. Dr

factoring was specified, since this method "does not
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TABLE 6

RELIABILITY ANALYSIS COEFFICIENTS AND SCALE
VARIABLE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Reliability

Scale Variable Cronbach's Standard

Behavior Alpha Mean Deviation
Informing .89 2.641 .684
Consulting and
Delegating -91 2.578 .706
Planning and
Organizing Operations .91 2.398 .755
Problem Solwving
and Crisis Management .90 2.782 .632
Clarifving Roles and
Obiectives .90 2.203 .765
Monitoring Operations .86 2.508 . 656
Motivating Task
Commitment . .89 2.344 .731
Recognizirg and
Rewarding .92 2.476 .770
Supporting .93 2.856 .726
Developing .92 2.266 .797
Harmonizing and
Team Building .93 2.488 . 747
Representing .92 2.669 .700

' Interfacing .92 2.678 .669
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require any assumptions about the general structure of the
variables" (Nie et al., 1975:479). Additionally, this
factoring method used orthogonal extraction with VARIMAX
rotation specified. No questions or scales were elimin-
ated due to this procedure; however, this was not the
intent of analysis. Rather, the researcher was interested
in the idea that the scale variables may follow a construct
pattern identified in previous research. The results are
summarized in Table 7.

From Table 7, two constructs can be identified
using factor loadings of .50 or greater. These constructs
follow the classic patterns of leader behavior identified
by previous Ohio State University research; namely, people
versus task emphasis. As the reader will recall from
Chapter II, the original studies called the dimensions
"initiating structure" (task oriented) and "consideration"
(relationship oriented).

In this study, the following variables were found
to contribute to the construct of task oriented leader
behavior (factor 1 in Table 7): {l) planning and organ-
izing behavior, (2) problem solving and crisis management,
(3) clarifying roles and objectives, (4) monitoring opera-
tions, (5) motivating task commitment, (6) developing,

(7) harmonizing and team building, and (8) interfacing.

Contributing to the construct of relationship

orlented leader behavior were the following five variables
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FACTOR ANALYSIS WITH VARIMAX ROTATION

TABLE 7

Scale Variable Loading Loading
Behavior Factor 1 Factor 2

Informing .47 .66

Consulting and

Delegating .14 .91

Planning and

Organizing Operations .70 .34

Problem Solving

and Crisis Management .75 .38

Clarifying Roles and

Objectives .72 .43

Monitoring Cperations .80 .22

Motivating Task

Commitment .75 .44

Recognizing and

Rewarding .47 71

Supporting .32 .71

Developing .66 39

Harmonizing and

Team Building .76 .42

Representing 29 .79

Interfacing .85 .16
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(factor 2 in Table 7): (1) informing, (2) consulting and

delegating, (3) recognizing and rewarding, (4) supporting,
and (5) representing.

There are, however, conceptual difficulties with
classifying developing and harmonizing and team building
behaviors as task oriented. Perhaps in the case of
harmonizing and team building behavior, two separate
dimensions are indicated. Harmonizing behavior may con-
tribute to the relationship-oriented dimension, while
team building contributes to task. However, the meaning
of the developing behavior is not at all clear, with rather

high loadings on both factors.

Correlation Analysis. Tie last step in formal

analysis involved two substeps. The first set of correla-
tions was performed with leadership development as the
dependent variable (DV), and the MBS scale behaviors as
the independent variables (IV). The researcher was inter-
ested in the notion that certain leader behaviors are
related to the development of the subordinate's leadership
skills.

The second set of correlations used the same DV,
leadership development. However, the IVs were the various
demographic items outlined in Chapter 1. The interest in

this analysis stems from curiosity about the nature of
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leadership development between groups or attributes of the

respondents.

The subprograms NONPAR CORR and BREAKDOWN were
used for this analysis. NONPAR CORR is used in the first
evaluation with the MBS scales because no distributional
assumptions are necessary. The statistic Kendall's Tau is
used because of its appropriateness when tha data contain
a large number of ties at each rank (Nie et al., 1975:289).
The subprogram BREAKDOWN is used in the second part of the
analysis because the IVs are all nominal level data while
the DV is interval level. 1In addition, BREAKDOWN includes
a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), and levels of sta-

tistical significance between group means.

MBS Correlations with Leadership Develop-

ment. Before running the NONPAR CORR subroutine, the ten
variables making each MBS scale were summed and divided

by the number of valid responses per scale per respondent.
This procedure adequately accounts for the possibility of
miscing responses. If the respondent answered less than
five of the ten variables, the case was deleted from
further analysis of that scale. Next, the correlation was
performed using the respondent's own perception of his/her
leadership development. The results of this analysis are

contained in Table 8.

"
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TABLE 8

Ml & il g A fd el e At Fulh Sa ¢

MBS CORRELATIONS WITH LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

N of Kendall's Signifi-
MBS Scale Behavior Cases Tau cance
Informing 126 -.14 .02
Consulting and Delegating 126 -.06 .20
Planning and Organizing
Operations 121 -.17 .01
Problem Solving and Crisis
Management 122 -.14 .03
Clarifying Roles and
Objectives 123 ~.16 .01
Monitoring Operations 122 -.14 .02
Motivating Task Commitment 123 -.17 .01
Recognizing and Rewarding 122 -.14 .02
Supporting 123 -.19 .01
Developing 122 -.14 .02
Harmonizing and Team
Building 123 -.06 .19
Representing 119 -.06 .22
Interfacing 113 -.06 .20
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Demographic Correlations with Leadership

Development. The final major analysis accomplished in

this thesis concerned a correlation ketween demographic
items and the individual's leadership development. As
stated, the subprogram BREAKDOWN was performed including a
one-way ANOVA. The results of this analysis are summarized
in Table 9. From this analysis, prior enlisted service and
rank were identified as having significant differences

between group means.

TABLE 9

ANOVA SUMMARY

Demographic Independent Degrees of  Significance
Variable F Freedom Level

MAJCOM Assignment 1.862 2 .16

Organizational Level .241 4 .91

Prior Enlisted Service 2.849 1 .09

Sex .709 1 .40

Commissioning Source . 280 2 .76

Rank 3.338 3 .02

Age 1.456 4 22

54

-k

D oA o




-5 % ¢ e »

Lant e .o an o

Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the findings of the
research, and described the formal analysis techniques.
The results of each analysis were presented in both tabular
and narrative form. The major areas included in analysis
were: demographic profile of respondents, leadership
activities analysis, factor and reliability analysis and,
last, correlation analysis. In the next chapter, the
findings are discussed and each hypothesis or question is
restated and answered using the analysis from this section
as support. Aalso, the written comments of respondents are
evaluated and discussed. <“inally, recommendations for

both further research and the field are presented.
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V. Zonclusions and Recommendations

Chapter Cverview

This chapter answers the guestions and hypotheses
posed in Chapter 1. Each is restated, answered, and dis-
cussed based upon the information obtained from analysis.
rurther, the written comments of the respondents are
summarized ard the implications of them to future Air
Force leadership development efforts are examined. Last,
this thesis closes with recommendations for both future

research and the field.

- . L P, = | L 3
Background in Lcadcrship

Development--Question 1

What 1s the relationship between personal back-
groind factors and the extent of leadership develop-
Tenc?

ANOVA analysis revealed few significant reiation-
ships between individual demographic variables and leader-
siiip Gevelopment. This 1is rather reassuring since one
would not predict significant dilferences in leadership
development among the personal and organizational factors.
For instance, major command assignment is not significantly
rclated to leadership development, F (2) = 1.862, p < .lé.
Organizational level 1s likewise not significantly associ-

ated with the AMO's leadership development, F (4) = .241,

p < .91.
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Prior enlisted experience was found :o be somewhat
related to the junior AMO's leadership development.. ANOVA
analysis resulted in: F (1) = 2.849, p < .09. This indi-
cates that the means of the two groups differ at a
marginaily significant level, with a probability of error
less than or equal to 9 percent. 1In this case it appears
that having prior enlisted experience may increase the
junior officer's leadership ability at this point in his
career. However, several questions remain unanswered. For
instance, we do not know how many years of enlisted service
are necessary in order for this relationship to hold. Nor
do we know it this relationship disappears after the first

few years of commissioned servic

™

Unfortunately, no data
were collected on total years of enlisted or commissioned
service. Hence, no attempt can be made in this thesis to
clarify this finding; however, the relationship between
prior service and leadership may merit further research
based on these results.

As a result of ANOVA analysis, 2 signiiicant rela-
tionship was found between rank and leadership development
with F (2) = 4.156, p < .02. This indicates that the means
of the three groups sigrificantly diffexr with a probability
of ecrror less than 2 percen%. 1In this case, attaining
htgher rank significantly increases the junior officer's
perception oL nis own leadershiip ability. Thns, it z2p

ti.. as an officer progresses in rank and ostensibly,
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experience and responsibility, leadarship development like-
wise increases. While this is hardiy a startling conclu-

sion, it is consistent with the respondents' importance

R A B SR A ol B>

ratings in the areas of superior officer, peer, enlisted,
and NCO working leadership experience.

Another explanation for the relationship could be

the fact that military rank is the most recognizable

formal and outward symbol of leadership. Thus, it may

be hard for the individual to separate his perceptions of :
his cwn leadership development with the formal symbol of
leudership--rank.

No significant relationships were found between
ccmmissioning source and sex and leadership development
among junior AMOs. The results of ANOVA analysis for
commissioning source and sex are: F (2) = .280, p < .76,
and F (1) = .709, p < .40, respectively. Since ANOVA
assumes equal sample size in each cell and this condition
was not satisfied in these two questions, interpretation
of the results is particularly limited.

No significant relationship was found between age
and leadership development: F (4) = 1.456, p < .22. This
result is somewhat surprising since rank was found to be
related to leadership development and at least one func-

tion of increasing rank is increasing age.
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Involvement in Leadership
Activities--Question 2

What 1s the extent of involvement in various
leadership development activities among junicr AMOs?

This research identified a myriad of activities
both Air Force and civilian related. Some categories were
pre~identified for the respondents. However, write-in
responses have demonstrated that leadership development
activities seem to be as individual as the ieader himself.

The most frequently used Air Force activities were:
(1) TDY leadership experience, one or more weeks per year
(71.0 percent):; (2) direct personal leadership of enlisted,
over eight times per week (S51.1 percent); ({2) airect per-

sonal leadership of NCO subordinates, cveyr eight times

per week (48.6 percent); (4) direct personal leadership

of peers, one to two times per week 33.1 percent);

(5) other Air Force related leadership activities including
additional duties, one to four hours pei week (26.85 per-
cent}); (6) following the leadership cf & superior officer,
one to two times grer week (26.& percen:}; and (7) SOS
in~recidence (22.2 percent).

Importance of Leadexrsnhip
Activities--Question 3

What is the perc:iver importance of leadership
development methods cr activities used by or available
to junior AMOs:

The leadership activities analysis provided insight

into this gquestiorn. Junior AMOs place very high importance
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on working relationships with enlisted, NCO, officer per-

sonnel, and job-related TDYs for their personal leader-

C Maew®

ship development. Therefore, these activities received
high participation and importance ratings by the officers.
However, two of the formal Air Force methods available
were deemed largely "not important" or only "somewhat
important” to leadership development. They were:

Lieutenants Professional Development Program (54.1 per-

BN

cent), and SOS by correspondence (6l.1 percent). However,
participation in LPDP among this sample was very low

{only 15.1 percent). So, a possible explanation for this
is that a noticeable void exists in the formal leadership
development methods available to junior officers early in
i their careers. Ironically, these two programs are often
the only formal development methods available to officers
in their first two years of commissioned service.

E In addition to the involvement percentages dis-
cussed in guestion 2 above, each of the seven activities,

. except "other Air Force and additional duties," were rated
h very high in personal importance in develcping sound
leadership skills. Specifically, TDY experience was rated

"very" or "extremely" important by 77.7 percent of AMOs.

Enlisted leadership was rated in the same two categories

by 75.1 percent; NCC leadership 85.4 percent; peer leader-
ship, 73.0 percent; other Alr Force related activities,

26.3 percent; following leadership of superior officer,
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83.2 percent; and SOS in residence, 47.1 percent. In the

case of other Air Force related activities, perhaps the
officer perceives the additional duty as taking precious
time away from other more important aspects of his job,
including direct leadership of sz:bordinates.

Importance and Participation--
Question 4

What is the relationship betwzirn the perceived
importance of leadership develcpm:—t activities and
participation in them by AMOs?

Importance of enlisted leadership, importance of

NCO leadership, impcrtance of TDY leadership, and impor-
tance of other Air Force related additicnal duties were
found to be statistically dependent on the amount of par-
ticipation by the junior AMO. This could be interpreted
that the officer performs the activity because he per-
ceives its importance to further develop his personal
leadership ability. Of course, the converse could also
be stated: the activities are important to the officer
simply because he does them. Even if the latter is true,
one cannot dismiss the fact that the importance to the
officer of these activities is real, and his perception
of leadership is exercised when they are performed.

Non-Air Force activities were also mentioned by

the respondents although they did not seem nearly as

important to the officer for personal leadership develop-

ment. For example, personal leadership study was rated
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"very" or "extremely" important by 31.9 percent of the

AMOs, community leadership 28.0 percent, church leadership
26.2 percent, profession.l organization leadership 23.6
percent, sports leadership 20.5 percent, and other leader-
ship activities 43.5 percent. As implied by the per-
centages, other leadership activities and personal leader-
ship study seem to be the most fruitful of non-Air Force
activities for developing thc officer’s leadership. It
was 1in these areas that the most creative methods were
written by the respondents (see Table 15, and Appendix C).
Furthermore, participation in each of the non-Air Force
activities was statistically dependent on the importance
placed on them by the AMO. The results indicate that
junior AMOs may choose to participate in non-Air Force
leadership activities they believe benefit them the most
or that they enioy. On the other hand, they may believe
in the importance of participation simply because they are

involved in the activities and enjoy them. Personal study,

professional organization and other leadership activities
have the most active participation. For instance, 57.7
percent claim to have a personal leadership study program,
40.2 percent claim professional organization leadership,
and 36.9 percent claim participation in other leadership

develcpment activities c¢f their choice for one or more

hours per week.




S

Participation in the remaining activities (using
the same criteria of one or more hours per week involve-
ment) is: community leadership, 34.4 percent; church
leadership, 23.6 percent; sports leadership, 35.1 percent.
Also, completion of the graduate degree was claimed by
29.7 percent of the AMOs and 37.6 percent rated it "very"
or "extremely" important to develop their leadership
skills. This relationship was also statistically depen-
dent.

MBS Leader Behavior and Leadership
Development--Question 5

What is the relationship between the superior's
leader behavior and the extent of junior AMO leader-

ship development?

VD -

a. A positive relationship is hypothesized
between the superior's consulting and delegating
behavior and the junior AMO's leadership development.

A positive relationship was hypothesized in

Chapter I, based upon the rationale that more contact,
discussion, and delegation the leader provided the junior,
the more the junior's own leadership development would be
enhanced. However, as the summary in Table 8 shows, no
positive relationships were found between leader behavior
and junior AMO leadership development.

This could be explained inr at least three possible

ways. First, negative relationships could indicate that

P
A

a junicr cfficer hac develoned well as a leader., then

Pt

his/her superior officer has to do (or, in fact does) less
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community that result not only in little recognizing and
rewarding behavior, but perhaps ignoring and punishing
behavior. While this may be a rather bold inference,
supervisors and leaders may be largely perceived as ignor-
ing or punishing their subordinates in the aircraft main-
tenance career.
Again, another possible explanaticn is that the
! measurerent of leadership development is not accurate or
valid encugh to be used in analysis. The respondents'
rating o their leadership development was skewed to the
left; thus it is possible that they overrated themselves.

A final explanation of this reversal is that it
is a true representation of the relationship. Indeed, it
is possible that a leader, upon recognizing a subordin-
ate's own leadership ability, ceases to recognize or
reward the subordinate for achievements that he now
routinely expects.

c. A positive relationship is hypothesized

between the superior's development behavior and the
s mmior AMO's leadership development.

NONPARR CORR analysis revealed a moderate and
negative correlation between developing behavior and
leadership development (-.14), alpha = .02. This rela-
tionship 1s also opposite from the hypothesis. Hence,

the same explanations found in guestions 5a and 5b above

alea anmnly.
————— W A T
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However, applying the same rationale to the devel-
oping variable, one would expect a much higher correlation
between it and actual leadership develcpment, whether
positive or negative. Perhaps this 1s not the case in
this study because Yukl's developing scale was not per-
ceived as strictly a leadership developing scale of
behaviors. Indeed, it is not. 1In shert, it may be diffi-
cult for respondents to distinguish between different
types of developing behavior, although not difficult to
recognize developing behavior itself.

As with recognizing and rewarding behavior, the

leader may recognize that a yocunger leader has developed

I PRO U TION W

leadership skills and reduce developing him. Conversely,

if the leader perceives a need in the junior 2MO, then

L

he increases his developing behavior in order to fulfill
the junicr's need.

These inferences, while based upon rational analy- i
sis, deserve further study because of the possible prob-

lems identified above. Particularly, the measurement of

leadership development needs to be improved, or at least

reduced in bias.

DENEPS BV P

Suggestions for Improvement--
Question 6 !

What are junior AMO suggestions for improving or
changing the methods of leadership development?

In answering this research gquesticn, a subjective

perspective was taken; however, the author has included
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all of the respondents'

comments in Appendix C. They have
been edited only to maintain anonymity or to correct minor
errors in grammar or punctuation. Where possible, examples
from the comments are given so that the reader may discern
the accuracy of the inference or conclusion.

The overwhelming interest in the subject of
improving leadership development in the Air Force was very
edifying to the author. The respondents as a group are
interested in making substantive changes in the programs
available to them or, in some cases, creating new ones
specifically aimed at developing leadership skills. The
comments generally encompass four broad categories:

(1) suggesting new programs, (2) criticizing current pro-
grams or commissioning sources, (3) suggesting that the
aircraft maintenance field is near ideal for developing
leadership, and (4) expressing their concern for personal
leadership development. Each of these four general areas
will be discussed in detail and related to prior research

findings.

Suggestions for New Programs

A number of officers expressed a desire to imple-
nent new programs to specifically address the leadership
development needs of junior officers. Basically, two
tvoes of programs were suggested. First of all, many of

the programs suggested emphasized the experiential
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learning of leadership through Leadership Reaction Courses,
Project X, or other hands-on methods. This is very
similar to the Army's interest discussed in Chapter II
where junior officers participated in engagement simula-
tions to enhance leadership skills. Also, the value of
TDY experience on deployments was mentioned freguently by
junior AMOs. Indeed, cone officer said that
. . - exXercises such as deployments, cimcells, war
operations centers (WOCs) do more toward providing
leadership skills than any other source--hands on
experience. (Appendix C, Comment 7)

Another officer believed that all military offi-
cers need to possess the ability to actually lead sub-
ordinates into combat (Appendix C, Comment 14). Therefore,
he suggested specific training in combat arms and tactics.
One officer suggested that the OTS and SOS programs be
modified to include more experiential exercises. Specifi-
cally, the proposal includes a war game type survival
problem where friendly and hostile forces oppose each
other in a simulated conflict (Appendix C, Comment 31).

Second, other officers suggested a semiform~l pro-~
gram of personal study, lecture, and seminar. This idea
conforms to the "Another Nickel" program suggested by
Colonels Rider and Lewis (1984:46-52). 1Indeed, Comment 1
in Appendix C states: "the readings would be from military
history, biography, and ethics with an emphasis on how and

why people handled their given leadership situations.”
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Another officer suggested the Air Force look at civilian
industry programs or otler U.S. military services (Appen-
dix C, Comments 5, 6).

One officer made the observation that an aircraft
maintenance officer cannot command respect and lead unless
he is technically competent {Appendix C, Comment J}7).
Thus, he concludes that the career field desperately needs
an intermediate apprenticeship program for all aircraft
maintenance officers. This program would make the junior
AMO more credible as a leader by increasing the technical
knowledge from which his decisions as a leader are based.

This idea that technical expertise is needed as a founda-

FEPEE T 2N S ET. Y . 1
tion for influcnce over cthers is not new; 1t appears

throughout the leadership literature.

Criticism of Current Programs

The second broad category of written response

focused on criticism of current programs Or comnissioning

sources as metheds ¢of junicr officer leadership develop-
The most frequent opinion expressed was the

inadequacy of any PME correspondence course to develop

leadership (e.g., Appendix C, Comments 23-26). This is

in spite of the fact that the SOS course by correspondence

has been restructured recently tc include two major areas

of officership and leadership. For instance, one
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individual stated: "leadership thrcough correspondence
courses is ineffective" (Appendix C, Comment 15). Other
officers suggest that PME should be offered in-residence
only, or at least insure all eligible officers attend
(Appendix C, Comments 36, 39).

No commissioning source was immune from criticism
of leadership development. One officer suggested that
"my ROTC preparation did little to influence my leader-
ship skills" (Appendix C, Comment 13), while another sug-
gested the ROTC curriculum could be greatly enhanced by
the inclusion of "warrior-~leader" programs (Appendix C,
Comment 40). "“OTS was not a leadership-developing atmos-
phere," was the comment of one officer who went on to say
that the officers at OTS were not good examples of leaders.
The Air Force Academy curriculum received criticism from
one officer when he stateua: "leadership is only developed
experientially but needs an initial foundation academically.
The USAFA should have been a much richer envircnment in
ccth respects" (Aprendix C, Comment 39).

S0, it seems there may be improvement necessary
in both the pre-~ and post-commissioning programs to pro-
vide the junior officer with a stronger foundation in both

the theory and practice of leadership.

hZircraft Maintenance Career Field

The thirad majcr area of commen’ jis quite different

from the previous two. 1In fact, the officers suggest that
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the aircraft maintenance career field is perhaps icdeal for
developing leadership skills. In most cases, this sugges-
tion comes from officers who have a measure of comparison
available--having served in a rated career before aircraft
maintenance. For example, one officer said that he ha.
learned more about leadership in a short time in main-
tenance than in many years as a flyer. He summed up by
stating: "I believe leadership development is a matter of
taking broadly educated young ~fficers and challenginag them
in people-intensive career fields such as maintenance"
(Appendix C, Comment 9).

Another officer agrees with this positicn when he
says: "within aircraft maintenance, especially as 0IT,
assistant OIC of an AMU, the diversity 1s continually
present as an opportunity to expand cne's leadership”
(rppend:x C, Comment 16). He goes on to describe the
enormous benefits, in his eyes, of mainterance related
deploywnents and TDYs. Additionally, :.e advccates observiag
different leaders, at varicus leadership levels, while
{orming a personal style.

“fihie maintenance career field 1s probably oine of
the best, 1f not the best, carcer field to develop strong

leacdershis grelities ar offrcers,” reports anocher officer
(Appendlis o, Comment 39). He supports hils conclusion by

L malirtenance problems

rt

pointing to the fact that aircra
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continually confront the officer and must be overcome by

sound decisions and leadership.

3

On the other hand, one offic r responded with the
notion that, since the aircraft maintenance career field
is so leadership-intensive, then the Air Force should do
a better job of predetermining those with leadership
rotential before assigning them to the field. 1Indeed, he

states: "leadership roles [such as those in the 40XX AFSC]

|
]
are simply not for everyone" (Appendix C, Comment 29).
Thus, he suggests that officers should only be placed in
» leadership ArsScs such as aircraft mainterance if they
possess a certain amount of leadership qualities or poten-
tiax.
»-
- Concern for Personal
Leadership Development
In the last major area of respondent suggestion,
E officers express their concern for adequate and continuing

personal lecadership development. They responded in pri-
marily two distinct subjects. First, they suggested that

the rigors and Jdemands of the aircraZ. maintenance field
g

-1'- Trav e e

leave them little time for other leadership developing

'
3
»

activities. Second, they expressed concern that their
professicnal development 1s hamnpered by unconcerned
supcriors, and the lack of a formal professicnal main-

tenance c¢fficer development program.

~1
|39
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Perhaps the best spokesman for the first subject
is the officer who said: "flightiine related AFSC junior
officers don't have time for these [other leadership
developing] activities (if they want to keep their posi-
tions!!)" (Appendix C, Corunent 34). Many others also
expressed concarn ovar timz constraints on their persocnal
leadership development (aApperdix C, Comments, 2, 3, 4, 13).

However, one officer disagrees with the "not enough
time argument." Rather, he believes that too much time
is wasted in nonproductive leadership development programs.
In defense of his position, he states ". . . off duty edu-
caticn and correspondence programs take away time that
could be sper tt work--or relaxing so you don't get burnt
out and becc¢:ne ineffective" (Appendix C, Comment 35).

This officer mentions the phenomenon of job burn out; other
officers in the survey sample have also identified it as a
problem (e.g., see Comments 10, 17, and 20).

The second problem identified by respond:-nte con-
cerns the perceived lack of a continuing development pro-
gram for AMOs combined with the lack of concern by "top
management"” for the leadership development of junicr
officers.

One cofficer may nave identified one of the caeauses
of this perccived lack of concern when he observed that

. tadav's senior cfficers advance not through job
accomplishment or developing subordinates' potentials,

bat by aveiding incidents and covering up errors in
thelr arveas ol responsibility. (Appendix €, Comment 8)
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Of course, this appears like a bitter and exaggerated

example; hcwever, there may be reason for concern if, in

fact, this is not an isolated incident. However, another
. officer substantiates the observation by stating: "We
(AMOs] need an on going training program” (Appendix C,

Comment 10} .

e W e e— -

Other officers also express the same desire feor
more formal leadership development specifically designed
for the aircraft maintenance field, as well as changes in
supericr officer development behaviocr such as improved
feedback on performance (e.g., see Appendix C, Comments 27,

32, 33, 37, and 38).

Summary cf Respondent Suggestions

In conclusion, the comments of the young officers

certainly indicate a strong concern £cr leadership develcop-
ment in the officer corps of Air Force aircraft main-
tenancz. Suggestions for improvement r:in the gamut from
more technical development to morze formal changes in pre-
commissioning or professionai courses. Others would like
to see a very different focus taken «nd a move toward more
experiential leadership development such as combat tactics
and survival. At the very least, officers would like to
Zee resident PMD courses available to all eligi'>ie

officers. Last, some officers suggest the Alr Force do

ing, evaluatina, and placing officers

-

| N -~ -~~~ '
JJCULLED in rogrulrt

4



I Sands St T nds 2

il Mt St i B Bt St e S S S S St Sk S S A e i ot B aea an e gnd Rt S

in careers that suit their leadership qualities and poten-

tials.

Recommendations for Future Research

This thesis has focused on rather global issues of
leadership development in the Air Force, specifica.ly in
the aircraft maintenance career field. Much has been
learned from the effort; however, many questions have
arisen that require further examination.

First, since a primary variable in the study was
the subordinate's perception of his own leadership develop-
ment, the research snould be replicated with an alternate
measurement criterion. For example, either the junior
officer's immediate subordinate or superior may be
cselected to rate the AMO on leadership develovpment. This
would perhaps enter less bias into the measurement than
preseutly obtained. 1Indeed, it is possible that the pro-
pensity of individuals to answer the survey is related to
their perception of their own leadership development.

Second, response to the Managerial Behavior Survey
was adequate for analvsis wurposes (about 65 percent of
the respondents completed the MBS), but may have been
higher if the survey was shorter. 1In addition, because
of the survey length, some responderts believed it focuscd
too much on their supervisor as a leader rather than them.
Jhererore, i 1s recommenacd that the

¥ into nassihle
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relationships between subordinate leadership development

and superior leader behavior be continued with ancther,
shorter survey.

A third recommendation for future research
includes areas that were found serendipitously. For
example, since some officers claimed the aircraft main-
tenance field was near ideal for junior officer leadership
development, this should be substantiated or refuted by
research. Also, the implications of this for officer
recruitment, training, and placement in the 40XX career
field should be examined.

Another interesting discovery that should be
stuaied is the adeguacy of correspondence courses {(such
as 308) to leadership development in leadership intensive
c. ear fields such as aircraft maintenance. Perhaps the
correspondence method is more adequate in certain career
fields and not in others. The feasibility of adding more
experiential learning to both resident and nonresident
forms of professional military education should be evalu-
ated.

Last, future research should include a measurement
of need strength for further leadership development. It
is possible, for instance, that differences exist between

individuals' perceptions of how mucnh more leadership devel-

opment they need. 1hls may in turn alfeci levels of




T P S P =y Y eyl PP PPV~ —T~7 —v v =~ —mro—— — = -

participation in leadership developing activities of the

individual.

Recommendations for the Field

This rescarch does not provide a cookbook for
development of leadership skills, nor was this its 1intent.
For many officers, the aircraft maintenance field itself
provides much challenge and opportunity to develop leader-
ship skiils. For others, however, more {(or simply differ-
ent) outside leadership activities are needed. Super-
visors of junior officers should be aware of this and
follow a plan of development tailored to the individual
needs of the officer. Likewise, junior officers should
self-evaluate, identify strengths and weaknesses in their
professional development, and recognize the myriad avenues

available to them to fulfill their individual needs.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR FORCE INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY (AU)
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE, OH 45433

9 MAY 1985

{ ' Appendix A: Survey Instrument

REFLY TC

awvor LS (Capt Morabito/AUTOVCN 785-6569)

svs.ect Research Questionnaire on Leadership Development (USAF Survey
Control Number 85-47, expires 31 Aug 85)

10 Selected Air Force Company Grade Aircraft Maintenance Officers

1. Please take the time to complete the attached gquestionnaire
and return in the enclosed envelope by 31 May 85.

2. The Air Force Institute of Technology and the Air Forxce's
Leadership and Management Development Center are interested in
how aircraft maintenance officers develop and enhance rersonal
leadership ability. This gquestionnaire is being used to obtain
information from selected aircraft maintenance officers like

- yourself on the leadership development methods you use and which
] are important to you for success in the field.

pn

3. Please be assured that all information ycu provide will be
held in the strictest confidence. Your individual responses
will never he associated with vou personally.

4. Your paxticipation is completely voluntary but we would
certainly apprecjate your help.

. AY

SMITH, Colonel, USAF 3 Atch

1. Questionnaire
2. JMAnswer Sheet
3

. Return Envelope

of Systems and Logistics

'a"'
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SURVEY TO ASSESS THE LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

OF AIR FORCE COMPANY GRADE AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE OFFICERS

USAF Survey Control Numbper 85-47, expires 31 August 1985
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

This survey is in three parts. Part I asks you to describe
your leadership development activities and professional
background. Part II asks you to describe the leader
behavior of the superior officer with which you work most
closely. Part III gives you an opportunity to describe

the importance of various types of leader behavior for
cffective performance of the superior officer's job.

Flease complete the survey by filling in the circle for
each of your answers on AFIT Form 1llE, "Organizational
Assessment Form." Use a number 2 pencil only. Do not
staple, fold or damage the answer sheet. For the guestions
that ask for written response, please write your answer on
the survey itself. You may find 1t easier to fill in the
booklet first, a2nd then transcribe your answers to the
answer sheet. When you are done, place the survey and the
answer sheet in the return envelope provided and mail it
promptly. Thank you for your assistance.

80




______ . A v C YN Yoy w e = o .

PART I

AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE OFFICER LEADRERSHIP ACTIVITIES

For the questions in Part I, please use this definition
of Leadership Development:

Any method or activity used by you to enhance your personal
ability to irfluence your subordinates to achieve organiza-
tional gcals.

l. To what extent did your precommissioning program
develop your abilities as a leader?

D. LCon't know

NA. Not applicable
l. Not at all
2. Very laittle
3. About average
4, Very much
5. A great deal

2. To what extent did any prior enlisted experience
develcp your abilities as a leader?

. Don't know
Not applicable
Not at all
Very little
About average
Very much

A great deal

LN - SH N N

3. To what extent did your experience before entering the
Air Force develop your abilities as a leader?

Don't know
Not applicakle
Nct at all
Very little
About average
Very much

. A great deal

(S, N S N )

81




4. To what extent do you ncw feel you have developed as
a leader?

. Don't know
Not applicable
Not at all

. Very little

. Abcut average
. Vexry much

. A great deal

LY

MewhorHMPUg

5. How would you rate your immediate superior in overall
leadership effectiveness?

: D. Don't know
NA. Not applicable
1. DNot effective
2. Somewhat effeztive
3. Moderately effective
4. Very cffective
5. Totally effective

°

= For items 6 through 24 below:

i Use the scale below to rate each of the following activi-
- ties for its degree of importance in developing your

E personal leadership skills.

D. Don't kniow

. NA, Not applicabie
b 1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Moderately important
4. Very important
5. Extremely important
6. Lieutenants Protessional Develcpment Progyrai

Squadron Officer School (S80S} by Correspondence

8. SOS In-residence

AARAESS WAN
<

9. Air Command and Staff College (ACSC) by Correspondence

10. ACSC by Seminar

11. ACSC In-residence

12. Pocstgraduate education

13. Personal Study of Leadership, History, Military

leaders
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14.

15.

le.

17.

18.

19.

N
<>

21.

23.

24.

Don't know

Not applicable

Not impcrtant
Somewhat important
Moderately important
Very 1mportant

- Extremely important

b wbh g

Interaction or working experience with peers

Interaction or working experience with enlisted
subordinates

Interaction or working experience with NCO subordin-
ates

Interaction or working exverience with superior
officers

Temporary Duty on job-related deployments or exercises
Community-related activities (i.e., Scouting, Special

Olymplcs, Base tours, etc.)
Please specify:

Churchni—related activities {(i.c., Lay Leaderchip, Fund
raising, Social event organizing, etc.)
Please specify:

Professional organization activities (i.e., Club
positions held, Prcject coordination, etc.)
Please specify:

Sports-related activities (i.e., Coaching, Team
leadership, Events crganizing, etc.)
Please specify:

Other Air Force related activities (i.e., Base Honor
Guard, USAFA/AFROTC liaison or flight commander,
Additional duties, Junior Officer Council, etc.)
Please cpecify:

Any other activity
Please specitfy:
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SUGGESTIONS:

In this section, please express your thoughts on overall
leadership development in the Air Force. Please feel free
to provide suggestions or express your opinion regarding
improving or changing any of the programs available to
you. In addition, you could suggest potential future pro-
grams that you would iike to see implemented.

(o]
P




BACKGROUND INFORMATION: This part of the survey, Questions
25 through 47, asks you to provide general information
about yourself, your present assignment, and the amount

of time you spend in various leadership development
activities.

25. Source of commissioning:
1. USAFA 3, 078

2. AFROTC 4. Other
Pleage specify:

26. Sex:

1. Female
2. Male

27. Present age 1n years:

1., 20-24
2. 25=-29
3. 30-34
4. 35-39
5. 40 or over
28. Rank:
1. Captain 3. 2nd Lieutenant
2. 1lst Lieutenant 4. Other a

Please specify:

29, In which Major Command do you presently serve?

1. Strategic 2Air Command 3. Tactical Air Command
2. Military Airlift Command 4. Other Please
specify:

30. Do you have prior enlisted experience in any service?

l. Yes
2. No

31. FPlease indicate the organization/level which best
describes your present assignment.

1. Organizational Maintenance Squadron or
Aircraft Generation Squadron

2. Field Maintenance Squadron or
Equirment Maintenance Sguadron

3. Avionics Maintenance Sguadron or
Component Repair Squadron

4. Deputy Commander for Maintenance Staff

5. Other - Please specify:
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Have you completed:

i 32. Lieutenants Professional Development Program?
: 1. Yes
2. No

33. Sguadron Officer School?

No

Yes, by correspondence
Yes, in residence

Yes, by both methods

W N

34. Air Command and Staif College?

No

Yes, by correspondence
Yes, by seminar

Yes, in residence

Yes, by 2 or more methods

b w -

35. Any Postgraduate degree?

l. VYes
2 No

36. How many hours per week do you engage in personal
study of leadership, history, or military leaders?

less than 1
1-2

\%

AU wo
~N W
0 o

r 8

Q

37. How many times per week do you actively influence the
behavior of your peers toward the attainment of a
shared goal?

1. No times
2. 1-2

3. 3-4

4, 5-6

5. 7-8

6. over 8

BE€
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38. How many times per week do you actively influence the
behavior of your enlisted subordinates toward the
attainment of a shared goal?

. 1. No times
: 2. 1-2
; 3. 3-4
y 4. 5-6
5. 7-8
6. over 8

—

39. How many times per week do you actively influence the
behavior of your NCO subordinates toward the attain-
ment of a shared goal?

(oA B2 B~ OV I\ o

40. How many times per week does a superior officer
actively influence you to attain a shared goal?

1. No times
2. 1-2

3. 3-4

4. 5-6

5. 7-8

6. over 8

41. How many weeks per year do you serve Temporary Duty
on a job-related deployment or exercise?

1. 1less than 1
2. 1-2

3. 3-4

4. 5-6

5. 7-8

6. ovex 8

42. How many hours per week do you spend in community-
related leadership activities (i.e., scoutmaster,
Special Olympics volunteer, base tour quide, etc.)?

1. less than 1
2. 1-2

3. 3-4

4, S-6

5. 7-8

6. over 8
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43. How many hours per week do you spend in church-related
leadership activities (i.e., lay leadership, fund
raising, social event organizing, etc.)?

A

less than 1

N U > N
.

O VLW
1

® OO

<

-"1.-' e N

o
[o2]

44, How many hcurs per week 2o you spend in professionai
organization leadership activities (i.e., club posi-
tions, project coordination, etc.)?

) 1. 1less than 1
L 2. 1-=2

3. 3-4

4. 5-6

5. 7-8

6. ovar 8

45. How many hours per week do you spend in sports-
related leadership activities (i1.e., coaching, team
leadership/membership, events organizing, etc.)?

less than 1 : ;
1-2

3-4

5-6

7-8

over 8

(o TN, I A VNN S o)
T

46. How many hours per week do you spend in other Air
Force-related leadership activities (i.e., Base Honor
Guard, USAFA/AFROTC liaison or flight commander,
Junicr Qfficer Council, etc.)?

l. 1less than 1
2. 1-2

3. 3-4

4. 5-6

5. 7-8

6. over 8
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47. Please specify any other leadership activity you
regularly use and indicate the number of hours per
week that you spend doing it.

Activity:

1. 1less than 1
2. 1=2

3. 3-4

4. 5-6

5. 7-8

6. over 8

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING PART I OF THE SURVEY

PLEASE GO ON TO PART II
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PART II

SAMPLE ITEMS IN EACH BEHAVIOR CATEGORY OF THE
MANAGERIAL BEHAVIOR SURVEY

Instructions: This questionnaire is designed to learn
more about the way leaders/managers do their jobs. You are
asked to describe the behavior of the superior officer with
which you work most closely. For example, if you are
assigned to a squadron, the officer would probably be your
maintenance supervisor. Your answers should be based on
your own observations of this officer's behavior, as well
as any other reliable information you have about it. How-
ever, if you have worked with this officer for less than 6
months, do not fill in the questionnaire. Return all
survey parts and your answer sheet in the return envelope,
whether or not you have completed them.

The response choices for each behavior item are as follows:

D Don't know
NA Not Applicable
1 Never/ Neot at All
2 Seldom/ To a Small Extent
3 Sometimes/ To a Mcderate Extent
4 Usually/ To a great Extent

Choices 1 through 4 refer tc how consistently and exten-
sively the officer takes advantage of opportunities to do
the behavior when it is clearly relevant and feasible.
The "Not Applicable” answer should be used if the officer
does not do the behavior because it is not relevant (or
not possible) in his/her managerial position. The "Don't
know" answer should be used only if you have not had an
cpportunity to observe the type of behavior described in
the item, and you don't know whether the officer does it
or not,

Please be as careful and accurate as you can in your
responses. It is important to avoid confusing tne differ-
ent types of managerial behavior. Try to think about each
category of behavior separately, and do not allow your
answer for one type of behavior to influence your answer
for another type. Be especially careful to avoid "halo"
bias, where you give all high scores, or the opposite bias
where you give all low scores because you dislike the
officer.

For each item, we suggest you write the number or the letter
of the answer vou select on the line provided to the left of
the item. Then, when you are done, transfer your answers

to the answer sheet provided. Please go on to the next
page. Thank you for your assistance.
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48.

58.

68.

78.

88.

98.

108.

D Don't know
NA Not Applicable

1 Never,/ Not at all

2 Seldom/ Tc a Small Extent

3 Sometimes/ To a Moderate Extent

4 Usually/ To a Great Extent
INFORMING

He/she passes on to you relevant information
obtained in conversations with other people.

CONSULTING AND DELEGATING

He/she asks you for your ideas and suggestions
before making an important decision.

PLANNING AND ORGANIZING

He/she plans in detail how to accomplish a major

task or project (e.g., identifies the sequence
of necessary action steps, then determines when
each should be done and who should do it).

PROBLEM SOLVING AND CRISIS MANAGEMENT

He/she gives top priority to solving a serious
problem rather than becoming preoccupied with
less important matters.

CLARIFYING ROLES AND OBJECTIVES

He/she clearly explains your work role and job
responsibilities.

MONITORING OPERATIOCNS

He/she holds a meeting with you to review how
the work is going.

MOTIVATING TASK COMMITMENT

He/she urges you to make a maximum effort in
doing the work.

RECOGNIZING AND REWARDING

He/she compliments you on the way you handled
an assignment in which you demonstrated unusual
creativity, initlative, persistence, or skill.
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128.

138.

l48.

158.

168.

Don't krow

Not 3jpplicable

Never/ Not at All

Seldom/ To a Small Extent
Sometimes/ To a Moderate Extent
Usually/ To a Great Extent

H W=D O

SUFPORTING

He/she treats you in a friendly manner (e.g.,
greets you warmly, is cheerful, courteous,
ancd considerate).

DEVELOP ING
He/she tells you when your performance is not
up to his/her expectations and shows disappoint-

ment.

HARMONIZING AND TEAM BUILDING

He/she talks about the importance of teamwork
and cooperation.

REPRESENTING

He/she projects a favorable image for his/her
work unit or team at meetings and ceremonial
events (e.g., acts with poise and dignity; is
charming and tactful; 1s well informed about
the work).

INTERFACING

He/she initiates contacts with people in other
work units or organizations who can be a use-
ful source of information, resources, and
political support.

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING PART II OF THE SURVEY

Copyright ¢ 1985 by Dr. Gary A. Yukl

Used with permission

PLEASE GO ON TO PART III
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PART III

MANAGERIAL BEHAVIOR IMPORTANCE

Instructions: The purpose of this part is to learn

more about the requirements of different managerial jobs.
You are asked to consider the job of the superior officer
with which you work most closely, and rate the importance
of thirteen types of managerial behavior for effective per-
formance of this job. The rating choices are as follows:

178.

181.

182.

183.

184,

Not Relevant
Slightly Important
Moderately Important
Very Important
Absolutely Essential

U Lo N

INFORMING: disseminating relevant information
to subordinates and informing them about
decisions, plans, and events that affect their
work.

CONSULTING AND DELEGATING: encouraging sub-
ordinates to participate in making decisions,
and delegating authority and responsibility
to incividual subordinates.

PLAIIVING AND CRCANIZING: determining the work
unit's objectives and strategies, and determin-
ing how to use personnel and resources
efficiently to accomplish work unit objectives.

PROBLEM SOLVING AND CRISIS MANAGEMENT: identi-
fying serious work-relaced problcms, guickly
but systematically analyzing the cause, then
acting decisively to deal with the problem or
crisis.

CLARIFYING ROLES AND OBJECTIVES: establishing
a clear understanding of job responsibilities,
task objectives, and performance expectations
for subordinates.

MONITORING OPERATIONS: gathering information
about the operations of the work unit, and
checking on the progress and guality of the
work.

MOTIVATING TASK COMMITMENT: using influence
technigues to generate enthusiasm for the work,
commitment to task objectives, and compliance
with orders and reguests.
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Not Relevant
Slightly Important
Mcderately Important
Very Important
Absolutely Essential

[ I -SRI S B

185, RECOGNIZING AND REWARDING: praising effective
performance by subordinates, showing apprecia-
tion for special contributions and achieve-
ments, and rewarding effective performance
with tangible benefits.

186. SUPPORTING: acting friendly and supportive,
being patient and helpful, and showing con-
sideration for a person's needs and feelings.

187. DEVELOPING: counseling a subordinate about
skill deficiencies or inadeguate performance,
providing coaching or arranging for skill
training to be provided, and providing advice
and assistance 1in a subordinate's professional
growth and career development.

188. HARMONIZING AND TEAM BUILDING: developing team-
work, cooperation, and identification with the

wolk uiilt among subordinates, and facilitating
the constructive resolution of conflicts and
disagreements.

189. REPRESENTING: acquiring necessary resources
and support for the work unit, and promoting
and cdefending its interests while serving as
a spokesperson, negotiator, lcbbyist, or
recruiter for it.

190. INTERFACING: developing contacts and inter-
acting with ocutsiders and managers of other
work units to gather informatior.,, improve
coordination, and discover how the work unit
can adapt better to a changing environment.

Now ~- please put a check mark in the left margin
next to the four behaviors that are most important
for the effective performance of the officer's job.

Copyright ¢ 1985 by Dr. Gary A. Yukl
Used with permission

PLEASE INSURE YOUR ANSWER SHEET IS MARKED PROPERLY AND MAIL
ALL MATERIALS PROMFTLY USING THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!
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Appendix B: Other Leadership Activities Tables

TABLE 10

AIR FORCE RELATED LEADERSHIP
ACTIVITIES/ADDITIONAL DUTIES

Absolute Relative
Specific Activity Freguency Frequency

Additional Duties (in General)
Base/Sgquadron/Maintenance Tour
Open House/Alr Show Coordinator
AFROTC/USAFA Liaison Qfficer
Mobility Officer
AFAF Project Officer
Vehicle Control Officer
AFA Membership Drive Officer
Special Projects Officer
Disaster Preparedness Officer
CFC Proiject Officer
Public Relations/Affairs Cfficer

\ Safety Officer
Squadron Historian
Project Warrior Officer
Master Drill Sgt (Marching Band)
Report of Survey Officer
Squadron Tax Officer
Maintenance-CE Liaison Officer
Squadron Athletics Officer
SAC Navigation Bombing--1985 0IC
Base Honor Guard 0O1C
Officlal Escort

; Dining Out Project Officer

' Military Briefings

' Squadron Resource Advisor
Squadron Security Manager
Summary Courts Officer
Self-Inspection Manager
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*Does not add to 100 percent due to rounding error.
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TABLE 11

PROFESS1ONAL ORGANIZATION LEADERSHIP ACTIVITILS

Absolute Relative

Specific Category Frequency Frequency
Junior Officer Council/CGOC 37 46.3
AFA Membership/Local Chapter 8 10.0
President Club/Organization 7 8.8
Other Club Elected Officer 7 8.8
Other Club Membership 7 8.8
Project Coordination 7 8.8
Fraternity/Sorority 2 2.5
Maintenance Officer Association 2 z.5
Business and Professional Women 1 1.3
Airlift Association 1 1.3
Society of Logistics Engineers 1 1.3
80 100.4*

*Does not add to 100 percent due to rounding error.

TABLE 12

COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES

Absolute Relative

Specific Category Frequency Frequency
Boy/Girl Scouting 20 33.9
Special QClympics 10 16.9
Youth Activities 8 13.6
Toastmasters/Speakers Bureau S 8.5
Other Volunteer Work 4 6.8
Special Projects 3 5.1
Big Brothers/Sisters 2 3.4
Credit Union Executive Committee 2 3.4
Chamber of Commerce Member 1 1.7
PTA Member 1 1.7
Career Day Representative 1 1.7
Amateur Theater Director 1 1.7
Single Parent Group Leader 1 1.7
59 100.1*

*Doces not add to 100 percent du2 to rounding error.
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TABLE 13

SPORTS LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES

Absolute Relative

Specific Category Freguency Frequency
Coaching 25 41.0
Team Member 24 39.3
Team Leadership (Captain) 7 11.5
Events Organizing 4 6.6
Umpilring 1 __1.6
61 100.0

TABLE 14

CHURCH LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES

Absolute Relative

Specific Category Frequency Frequency
Lay Minister 10 22.7
Social Events Organizing 10 22.7
Sunday School Teaching 6 13.6
Fellcwship/Group Planning 5 11.4
Choir Director 4 9.1
Fund Raising 3 6.8
Sports 2 4.5
Youth Activities 2 4.5
Deacon 1 2.3
Usher 1 2.3
44 99, 9x*

*Does not add to 100 percent due to rounding error.
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TABLE 15

CTHER LEADERSHIP ACTIVITIES

K ROOODe:

Absclute Relative
Specific Category Frequency Frequency
Parenting 5 23.8
Family Reunion Organizing 3 14.3
Aircraft Maintenance Job Itself 2 9.5
AFA CONUS Field Trip Project Officer 1 4.8
Miss Ellsworth Pageant--USA 1 4.8
Interaction with Civilian Leaders 1 4.8
Damaged Aircraft Restoration P.O. l 4.8
Simply Talking to other officers
(superior) and senior NCOs 1 4.8
Member MAJCOM IG Team 1 4.8
Home Management Activities Put to
Practice at Work 1 4.8
Extensive Use of Leadership
Reaction Courses such as SCS 1 4.8
Out of Career Field Job 1 4.8
Survival Game Play with C02 Guns
and Paint Pellets 1 4.8
Personal involvement with 36-~2 action
gave reason/cause for personal
assessment of why I'm in the AF--what
I want to accomplish--the importance
of integrity, etc.--the need to follow
superiors and to support subordinates 1 4.8

21 10G.4*

*Does not add to 100 percent due to rounding error.
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Appendix C: Comments from Survey Respondents

i. I think the development of leadership within today's
AF is basically neglected in favor of "management." Organi-
zationally and academically, the AF is committed to training
managers. Just look at all the discussion of various man-
agement styles at SOS--and leadership is relegated to dis-
cussing "12 O'Clock High." "12 0'Clock High" is fine, but
I think we ought to go a lot further than that.

Leadership can be taught, but not by discussing vari-
ous generic "styles" vs generic "situations." The most
important thing in learning to lead is to have a leader to
emulate. And, in my experience, they are few and far
between. The second most important is to learn to distill
the good and bad points from each leadership situation you
are exposed to. And thirdly, the AF should put far more
emphasis on reading, thinking, and discussing.

I would specifically recommend a semiformal seminar
program for junior officers. This program would require
reading, but no tests or papers-~-and no grading. I envi-
sion the seminar as meeting every two weeks (or maybe once
a month) with assigned reading to be accomplished before
the scheduled discussion. The readings would be from mili-
tary history, biography, and ethics with an emphasis on how
and why people hanrdled their given leadership situations.
The objective would be to encourage people to think and
compare their own reactions, thus fostering the development
of their own concrete leadership ideas. The AF would have
to back it up by providing some kind of recognition to
those who complete the program. Some Project Warrior pro-
grams probably already fit this description or are close.
Project Warrior is a step in the right direction, and the
program I have described would surely fit the objectives
of Project Warrior. I would be happy to discuss this fur-
ther at any time.

[Signed]

2. [I] don't feel encugh time is spent training junior
officers. [There is] too much c¢risis management--"Here,
you're in charge!"

3. I was active 1in [various leadership development]
activities as an enlisted. Since then, I have coached in
youth activities but had to give it up because it con-
flicte with my job.

4, [Leadership development activities] 19 through 24
are moderately important for some kind of extra duty or
activity other than work--[{they] provide some kind of demand
on the individual's ability to organize (i.e., whether it is
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Church/Community, Professional or Other is irrelevant, just
that the time and effort demands and challenge is there.)

A vigerous athletic program/activity is a necessity
in addition to any other activity.

5. The first thing the Air Force must do is determine if
they want leaders or managers. We then must realize and
inform our people that just being an officer does not auto-
matically make one a leader. Then we should come to the

' realization that we all cannot be leaders.

S0S is boring. ACSC seems somewhat removed from
reality. The officers I know see both as a necessary evil
and square filler for promotion or otherwise. Seems such
a waste of time for so many with very little benefit.

. Leadership is a development process. It is learned and

A takes time. The Air Force gives us this time to some extent,
to self-develcp ones own style of leadership. If we desire
leaders, we should consider an intensive leadership and
development schcol at certain career points that would be
mandatory for all officers. 1I realize SOS and ACSC does
exist, but I was thinking of borrowing modern industries

' : ideas of teaching, making the program a worthwhile and

' positive value. Updating constantly is a must.

The leadership development is not the best in the Air
Force, but not the worst. It does provide some opportuni-
ties for some of us. Surveys such as this are definite
steps in the right direction.

i
' 6. Establish a Limited Duty Officer Program similar to
the Navy. Have prior enlisted personnel commissioned at a
crade commensurate with their work experience.
i Example: LDQ in aircraft maintenance:
5 years enlisted--1lst Lt.
10 years enlisted--Captain.
7. More emphasis has been placed on the role of manager
g vice the leader. Just apout anyone with common sense can
® manage--but to lead is another thing. 1I've been in the Air

Force for 12 years and I have observed officers who were not
familiar or had not gained the working experience but knew
the "jargon/lingo" and were able to "manage." Subordinates
see through this readily and doubt their ability to make
sound judgements or just plain lead. In many instances the
PY maintenance officer staffs problems without having a working
knowledge of the problem. A leader will try to experience
the situation--a manager will try to manage it--mostly from
a distance. During peacetime we must be managers--in war-
time we need leaders. A leader can be a manager--but can a
managar ho a 1eader?
I gquestion the female officer's role in the Air Force
since women are restricted from combat. One of the primary
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ways to gain leadership experience is to be a squadron
commander. Women who are selected as ccmmanders will not
use this "leadership experience" in combat. They will
fulfill a support role stateside. Why not avail these
opportunities to personnel who are not restricted to combat?

Leadership is a valuable trait. A lot of money {(at
the taxpayers expense) is spent in developing managers
instead of leaders. Programs such as the Wright-Patt [AFIT]
Logistics 261 and 262 courses, and the Aircraft Maintenance
Staff Officer Course are a step in the right direction.
Exercises such as deployments, cimcells, war operations
centers (WOCs) do more toward providing leadership skills
than any other source--hands on experience!

8. There is excessive and widespread micro-management in
todey's Air Force. 1've watched this trend develop over the
last 7 years, since the emphasis on "Buck Stop" ended.

Today's senior leaders advance not through job accom-
plishment or developing subordinates' potentials, but by
avoiding incidents and covering up errors in their areas of
responsibility.

There needs to be a strong push from HQ USAF down toO
get decision making back down toc the lowest practical (which
is the most familiar with the situation) level.

9. I am a rated supplement pilot, graduate of AFIT Logis-
tics Management School, presently an OMS Maintenance Super-
visor! I haven't attended any PME in residence. SO0S and
ACSC by correspondence were nearly worthless for leadership
development.

It seems to me that leadership development is a hands
on learning phenomenon, not ar. academic one. I have learned
nore about leadership in my 16 months in maintenance than in
the previous 9 years as a flyer.

Take heart, loggies! I find that the broad brush of
AFIT has helped make me a more effective leader than many
cf my pcers. The fact that I can see beyond local problems
to their systemic causes is a real advantage. (On the other
hand, the quantitative stuff I did so well at has gotten
limited use!)

To sum it up, I believe leadership development is a
matter of taking broadly educated young officers and

challenging them in people-intensive career fields such as
maintenance.

10. Aircraft maintenance officers do not have a training
program after Aircraft Maintenance Officer Course. We are
left out for the wolves. We were taught basics and put in
the field to do. When we arrive, we learn by experience,
asking millignc cf guecstions, goina throuah orientations,
and even scme FAM (Weapons System Familiarization] Courses,
some 0f which are very helpful. I believe maintenance
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officers need management experience. What? What do mana-
gers do--"Lead or Manage?" What do maintenance officers
do?

Flight crew members have training programs to enhance
their abilities to fly. Managers are taught how to find and
manage problems. What to look for and so on. Maintenance
cfficers do not have any type of OJT once they are in the
field. They fcllow senior NCOs and once they learn, they
are so burned out they get out. Prior service people know
how to bounce back "some." But what do we do to learn our
jobs and do them well?

We need an on going training program. All my super-
visors I ever had as an aircraft maintenance supervisor
have been too concerned about aircraft maintenance or their
careers that teaching subordinates was not accomplished.

We need an on going training program!

11. EXTENSIVE use of Leadership Reaction Courses such as
those at SOS.

12. The Strategic Air Command has a special indoctrination
program called Aircraft Maintenance Officer Systems Training
(AMOST) . 1t 1is an absolutely great program which gives new
maintenance officers a gquick education on the specific
weapon system and how it is taken care of. This education
releases a new maintenance cfficcr's attention from that

- "lost feeling" about his airplane and allows time and effort

to be devoted to better management of the people who main-
tain the airplanes.

13. I feel like this survey was too limited in scope! It
concentrated primarily on your supervisor and not you!
Additionally, it does not fully consider the current mainte-
nance officer manning (or lack) and the requirement to

place maintenance officers in more demanding jobs.

I have 6 years TAFMCS and am the only maintenance
officer assigned t¢ the largest AMS in SAC and this doesn't
count the commander. We're authorized 3! I have been a
maintenance supervisor since my first duty assignment.

My ROTC preparation did little to influence my leader-
ship skills. My undergraduate degree in psychclogy did
because it taught human relations. ROTC taught almost
nothing about management of enlisted personnel which is what
this job entails. SOS by correspondence is scmething you
suffer through.

I will complete my masters degree in August. This has
helped a little, but trying to get the darn thing in a job
like this i3 extremely difficult.

I have done some outside volunteer work, but had to
give 1t up because vl a auity changs. I wac secratarv of the
JOC until they changed the meeting time to 1500.
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I realize this is probhably for your masters in Lcgis-
tics Systems Management. I really think you need to look
at what you really want from this~-do you want information
on the individual or on the individual's supervisor.

I put my AUTOVON number on front--feel free to call
if you have questions about my comments.

{Signed)

14, Military leadership has only one objective that is to
win in war. The concept of healthy competition through
sports and the helping hands of church and social groups
are well founded when the objective is to teach individuals
to be team members and/or responsible citizens.

A military leader of any branch should have the ability
to take his/her subordinates into a combat environment with
a reasonable expectation of returning. The Air Force seems
to place more emphasis on the appearance of its personnel
and appropriate paperwork than on the physical cond.itioning
and combat readiness of its personnel.

I would like to see every Air Force officer and NCO
receive training in infantry weaponry and tactics. This
should include the tactical and strategic uses of air power
and its effect on the ground troops who ultimately win or
lose battles.

15. OTS was not a leadership—-developing atmosphere. If
anything, the officers there were more often examples of
how not to be.
Leadership through correspondence courses is ineffec-
tive., In-residence PME other than 0TS should be the method.
Most leadership is learned on the job--~-and from NCOs!

l6. Within aircraft maintenance, especially as OIC, Assis-
tant OIC of an AMU, the diversity 1is continually present as
an opportunity to expand one's leadership.

Interacting with a hundred troops on a 2-4 week deploy-
ment to Clark AB Philippinec, for example, presents a world
of challenges. Logistical problems can be expected and
worked out; however, contending with severe weather, 12 hour
shifts for the trocps, the night life outside the gate
awaiting the troops, trading a case of beer to the local
Filipino wash rack crew to wash one of your F-15s, arranging
sheet metal support from the 3rd CRS who care nothing about
a deployed aircraft on their base--especially on a late
Friday night.

All of these, and more test one's ability to survive.
As a lieutenant learning the leadership styles effectively
employed by a production supervisor, a commander, or a staff
sergeant expeditor is most i1mportant in molding a siyie that
can be utilized under varying circumstances. This is what I
feel is the best way to learn how to be an effective
officer.
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17. The Air Force is not selective enough when picking
aircraft maintenance officers. Prospective maintenance
officers should have some maintenance experience preferably,
or at least have an aptitude or interest in things mechani-
cal. Also, 2Lt maintenance officers should be placed in a
lengthy hands-on apprenticeship program, particularly if
they have no prior aircraft maintenance experience.

I've seen a large number of maintenance officers
become paper shuffling bureaucrats because they were
expected to lead an organization they couldn't relate to;
they subsequently gave up trying.

I would suggest a 1 to 2 year program of actual shop
or crew chief experience for all maintenance officers. They
should receive 2Lt pay and earn credit towards promotion to
1Lt during this time, but otherwise carry no rank.

Maintenance officers, particularly junior maintenance
officers, lack credibility. Only by be‘ng more selective
and developing more professional technical expertise, can we
reverse this trend. [I] also suggest all 4024s he given a
weapon system identifier, after proper training and experi-
ence, and left in that area for at least 2 tours.

18. Because of my limited (8 months) commissioned service,
and because I have not yet had any real management experi-
ence, I can't effectively comment. The Air Force has
ckviously put a great deal of effort into leadership devel-
opment, and I hope to take advantage of that in the near
future.

19. My best leadership development comes from showing up
at work everyday. Courses like S0S correspondence (the only
one I've worked on sc far) do not measure up to job experi-
ence 1in my development. The development attained is not
worth the time spent. Don't get me wrong--SO0S and otherx
courses are a good experience, and some development comes
from taking them. I'm just saying that most young main-
tenance officers are out in the field spending 12-14 hours
. per day working, taking aircraft systems courses, and
i learning by the "sink or swim" method. By the time I get
around to reading a point in a development course, I've
already learned the lesson the hard way.

20. In my experience, I've perceived with many officers
and NCOs what I would term "Leadership by Default." 1In
actuality [it is] "CYA Leadership!" I suggest--tongue in
cheek--that the Air Force establish 'Leadership No Fault
Malpractice Insurance" (funded by the taxpayers of ccrree).
I'm sure the result would yield tangible benefits;
i.e.,~-decisiveness; straight forward accountability for

TEEw v vew v s e

the mission demands it; compassion and practical sensibility
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that, in a versatile leader, knows when "the letter of the
book" diverges from the spirit or intent.

21. Too much emphasis on post graduate degrees. Many are
square~-fillers and do not really apply. Job performance,
not willingness or square-filling degrees marks a leader.
And, yes 1 have my masters.

22. Persutal involvement with 36-2 action gave reason/
cause for personal assessment of why I'm in the AF; what I
want to accomplish; the importance of integrity, etc.; the
need to follow superiors and to support subordinates.

23. SOS should be a once only program. There is too much
wasted time and money when persons who have completed the
correspondence course then go TDY for in-residence school.
The same is true for other schools that have both correspon-
dence/in-residence prcgrams.

24. The S0S course would be more interesting and easiler
to accomplish if it were not so redundant of OTS.

25. I think PME is disgraceful! Wonderful in intent, but
the way ATC runs it . . . no real growth. Learn/memorize
the "way"--never mind the rationale. It could be so
meaningful. . .

26. I feel that there is not enough initial instruction
for leadership skills. I have just recently attended the
Lieutenant's Professional Development Seminar and I've
already been in the Air Force 26 months. I feel that the
sooner you get scme leadership training the sooner you'll
get on the right track. Also I feel that more space should
be imade for people to attend SOS in residence.

27. Generally, very poor! Our young lieutenants come in
with virtually no training in how to manage people, relate
with superiors, and how to function within the maintenance
organization. Alsco, training for their roles as maintenance
officers for a particular type of aircraft (i.e., aircraft
systems knowledge) 1is virtually non-existent. Our young
officers come on board to an operational unit with a totally
empty clue bag. Yet senior cfficers expect them to make
intelligent decisions regarding maintenance. A totally
unrealistic course of events. Our young maintenance
officers need to learn how to manage a maintenance organiza-
tion such as an AMU not only in regard to paperwork and
aircraft forms, but pecnrle as well. The management of an
enlisted force needs to be learned from senior NCOs not
malors or lieutenant colonels, out of a standard Air Force
book. More technical training should be accomplished when
the individual receives orders for a special type of aircraft.
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28, Leadership and development in TAC is poor. You
develop alone or step aside for others. Experience, knowl-
edge (expertise), and confidence are the keys. Therefore,
lieutenants and junior captains cannot pretend to be
"leaders," they must evolve into leaders in job-related
avenues.

29. Leadership can ke developed. However, much "skill" is
actually innate behavior; some are blessed, others are not.
Some AFSCs, i.e. 40XX require more of the unteachable/not
learnable talent. People are assigned an AFSC based on Air
Force needs (numbers) with some attention paid to educa-
tional background. It is difficult to assess a person's
personality relevant to leadership. Those that don't "fit
in" [to the aircraft maintenance specialty] can be allowed
cross training or otherwise sort themselves out. Leader-
ship roles simply are not for everyone. No suggestions

are offered here; this simply seems to be a fact of life
from my point of view.

30. I'm presently on my second year of a three year rated
supplement tour in maintenance after completing an AFIT
masters degree in Acquisition Logistics Management. I've
been OIC of a C-141 flightline branch, OMS maintenance
supervisor, and am currently the maintenance supervisor of
a 700 plus person FMS. Thus, the superior officer that I
deal with the most is the squadron commander, a lieutenant
colcnel. The maintenance career field is probahly one of
the best, if not the best, career field to develop strong
leadership qualities in officers. This is mainly because
one 1is presented with virtually unlimited opportunities to
lead on a daily basis. Developing leadership potential is
closely related to initiative in my opinion. If people
don't want to improve or develop as leacders, they probably
won't regardless of the number of force-fed programs or
challenges that the Air Force or their supervisors present
them with.

31. 1. Leadership development [is] very dependent upon
immediate supervisor's leadership style.

2. Leadership Reaction Course (LRC) at OTS and Pro-
ject X at SOS [are] excellent for developing, observing, and
practicing different types of leadership styles

3. S0S5 has been the most influential AF forum on
developing my leadership style--sc many good officers
there--peers and supervisors!

4. I would like to see a 2-3 day exercise added on to
0TS and S0S. This exercise would be conducted after the LRC
and Project X. The exercise wculd be an extension of the
LRC and Project X. It would entail placing an entire tiight
or section in the woods. Each section would then have an
objective to accomplish. Sections would be divided into
friendly and hostile forces. This exercise would reinforce
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leadership techniques/styles taught, and illustrate the
importance of teamwork.

32. In the S0S course there needs to be more management.
There should also be more information on our allies. As

far as new programs there needs to be special programs and
seminars set up specifically for young maintenance officers.

33. Contiriue the leadership versus management debate.
Emphasize leadership over management in all PME
(including intermediate and senior service schools).
Hopefully the above will encourage OER writers to take
a hard look at an officer's leadership ability when evalu-
ating him/her. The requiremeant for leadership, admittedly,
varies with an officer's AFSC; but for aircraft maintenance
officers 1 feel it is an extremely impcrtant quality. I
have met senior captains, majors, lieutenant colonels, and
even colonels, who had little to no leadership ability.
How they managed to advance in rank without this being noted
is beyond me.

34. Thoughts! Personal experience and numerous discus-
sions with peers convince me that junior officer PME is non-
sense. There 1s no substitute for experience and by exten-
sion the sharing of experience. Seminars and extensive use
of Project X or Log Man X type exercises whera people have
to think through their decisions are much more valuable and
lasting in their effect. PME square filling is pointless
and counter-productive. In addition, the qualifications
for participation are meaningless. Much the same as the
Company Grade Officer Council is not representative of all
company grade officers. Flightline related AFSC junior
officers don't have time for these activities (if they want
to keep their positions!!).

35. I think the Air Force spends too rwuch time pushing

for programs that don't develop leadership. You don't learn
to be a leader from a book--you learn by being on the job.
Yet, off duty education and correspondence courses take away
time that could be spent at work--or relaxing so you don't
get burnt out and bhecome ineffective.

36. All the present programs contribute to developing
leadership, and I feel they all have a place in the offi-
cer's career. However, theilir individual usefulness varies
with the officer and his,/her duties, and only implementa-
tion of the theocry under actual duty conditicns will enable
the officer to determine their effectiveness and usefulness
to him/her.

The effectiveness of SOS could be greatly improved by
making it available in-residence to all officers in the
future.
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37. The most effective way to master the communication

: and human relations skills needed to lead a group of people
) is through practical experience.

Another key ingredient to leadership development is

emulating a successtul superior officer. Follow their
guidance and example.

38. Recommend a mandatory quarterly performance counseling
session for all company grade officers. Each supervisor
would talk to each of his subordinate officers about job
performance and improvement areas. The only documentation
would be whether th: interview was done or not. Things
discussed would not be recorded. The OER does not communi-
cate to the subordinate how he is really doing. Another
communication vehicle 1is needed.

39, PME for all officers should be in-residence only.

Junior officers need command experience immediately
(similar to Marine Corps officers.)

Leadership is only developed experientially but needs
an 1initial foundation academically. The USAFA should have
been a much richer environment in both respects.

Square filling and indorsement chasing promotes indi-
vidual self-benefit at the expense of the air Force. Teach
men how to be unselfish and look to making the Air Force
better and concentrate on service to our nation and national

defense.
40. ROTC is too management oriented. Our job in the Air
Force is to lead--not manage. If a warrior-leader area

could be incorporated into the ROTC curriculum, the effects
would be tremendous. As an Air Force officer, my job is
primarily to lead. A good leader is a good manager but a
good manager is not always a good leader.

“You can't manage a man to his death."
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